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  WESTLINE SITE, MCKEAN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.

   #DR
   DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS WHICH DESCRIBE THE ANALYSIS OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS AND FEASIBILITY OF REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES FOR THE WESTLINE SITE HAVE BEEN REVIEWED.  ALSO, MEETINGS TO DISCUSS THESE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED WITH THE STATE AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC.  I HAVE BEEN BRIEFED BY MY STAFF ON THE DOCUMENTS
AND THE MEETINGS AND THEY FORM THE PRINCIPAL BASIS FOR MY DECISION.

        - REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT, VOLUMES I AND II, WESTLINE SITE,
          MCKEAN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA, APRIL 1986, PREPARED BY NUS CORPORATION.

        - FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, WESTLINE SITE, WESTLINE, PENNSYLVANIA,
          MAY 1986, PREPARED BY NUS CORPORATION.

        - REMEDIAL ACTION MASTER PLAN, WESTLINE SITE, MCKEAN COUNTY,
          PENNSYLVANIA, OCTOBER 1983, PREPARED BY NUS CORPORATION.

        - FEDERAL ON-SCENE COORDINATOR'S REPORT, EMERGENCY
          RESPONSE/IMMEDIATE REMOVAL ACTION, WESTLINE, PENNSYLVANIA, MIKE
          ZICKLER, ON-SCENE COORDINATOR.

   OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M):

O&M WILL NOT BE REQUIRED FOR THE AREAS WHERE TAR WILL BE EXCAVATED, BUT PERIODIC INSPECTION OF THE AREAS TO
ASSURE THAT THE REMEDY IS EFFECTIVE WILL BE NECESSARY.  FOLLOWING THE GROUND WATER VERIFICATION   STUDY, O&M
WILL BE RE-CONSIDERED.

   #DE
   DECLARATIONS:

CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980 (CERCLA) (42
U.S.C. SS9601-9657) AND THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN, 50 FEDERAL REGISTER 47912 (NOVEMBER 20, 1985) TO BE
CODIFIED AT 40 CFR SS300, I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE REMEDIAL ACTION DESCRIBED ABOVE, TOGETHER WITH PROPER
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, CONSTITUTE A COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDY WHICH MITIGATES AND MINIMIZES DAMAGE TO PUBLIC
HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE REMEDIAL ACTION MINIMIZES OR ELIMINATES THE THREAT OF FURTHER
CONTAMINATION TO THE GROUND WATER, THE WETLAND AREAS, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES HAS BEEN CONSULTED AND AGREES WITH THE APPROVED REMEDY.  THESE ACTIVITIES WILL BE
CONSIDERED THE APPROVED ACTION AND ELIGIBLE FOR TRUST FUND MONIES.

I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE ACTION BEING TAKEN IS APPROPRIATE WHEN BALANCED AGAINST THE AVAILABILITY OF TRUST
FUND MONIES FOR USE AT OTHER SITES.

   7/3/86                                               JAMES M. SEIF
   DATE                                             REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR.



                   SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

                                 WESTLINE SITE

   #SLD
   SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION:

THE WESTLINE SITE IS LOCATED IN THE RURAL TOWN OF WESTLINE, LAFAYETTE TOWNSHIP, MCKEAN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA. 
AS SHOWN IN FIGURE 1, THE SITE IS LOCATED IN NORTHWEST PENNSYLVANIA AND IS APPROXIMATELY 15 MILES
SOUTH-SOUTHWEST OF BRADFORD AND 8 MILES NORTHWEST OF KANE, PENNSYLVANIA.

THE TOWN OF WESTLINE IS SITUATED ALONG KINZUA CREEK AND IS COMPLETELY SURROUNDED BY THE ALLEGHENY NATIONAL
FOREST.  AS SHOWN IN FIGURES 1 & 2, THE SITE IS BORDERED BY KINZUA CREEK TO THE SOUTH, TURNIP RUN TO THE
EAST, AND A WETLAND AREA TO THE WEST.  FOR THIS REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS), THE
NORTHERN BORDER OF THE SITE EXTENDS ABOUT 250 FEET NORTH OF THE FORMER CHEMICAL PLANT FOUNDATION. THE SITE
AREA ENCOMPASSES APPROXIMATELY 40 ACRES.

LOCATED AT THE CENTER OF THE SITE, ADJACENT TO THE MAIN INTERSECTION IN TOWN, IS THE WESTLINE INN.  THE
WESTLINE INN IS A POPULAR LANDMARK THAT PROVIDES OVERNIGHT ACCOMMODATION, A RESTAURANT, AND A BAR.

SEVERAL TAR-LIKE DEPOSITS FROM THE WOOD CHEMICAL PROCESSING OPERATIONS REMAIN ONSITE.  THE LARGEST DEPOSIT
WAS ONCE LOCATED NEXT TO THE WESTLINE INN (SEE FIGURE 3).  HOWEVER, THIS DEPOSIT WAS EXCAVATED IN SEPTEMBER
OF 1983 BY AN EMERGENCY RESPONSE REMOVAL ACTION IMPLEMENTED BY THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY (USEPA), REGION III, IN PHILADELPHIA.  ANOTHER TAR DEPOSIT STILL EXISTS BEHIND WESTLINE'S CHURCH. 
THIS DEPOSIT IS APPROXIMATELY 6 INCHES DEEP AND 1,500 SQUARE FEET IN TOTAL AREA.  A FENCE HAS BEEN ERECTED
AROUND IT TO AVOID SURFACE SOIL DISTURBANCE AND DIRECT CONTACT.  SEVERAL SMALL TAR DEPOSITS ARE LOCATED IN
THE SOUTHCENTRAL AND SOUTHWEST AREAS OF THE SITE.  THESE DEPOSITS ARE LOCATED INTERMITTENTLY BUT ARE
GENERALLY FOUND IN THE LOW-LYING PORTIONS OF THE GROUND.  THEY RANGE FROM A FEW SQUARE FEET TO 25 SQUARE FEET
IN TOTAL AREA AND FROM ONE INCH TO ONE FOOT THICK.  THERE ARE 10 TO 20 TAR DEPOSITS IN EACH OF THE TWO AREAS. 
SMALLER TAR SEEPAGES CAN BE SEEN WITH DREDGED MATERIAL ALONG PORTIONS OF THE UNNAMED TRIBUTARY.  A BACKHOE IS
PERIODICALLY USED BY THE TOWNSHIP TO DREDGE PORTIONS OF THE UNNAMED TRIBUTARY TO PERMIT FLOW INTO KINZUA
CREEK.

   #SH
   SITE HISTORY:

IN THE LATE 1890'S, RALPH DAY AND HIS SON EDMUND PURCHASED THOUSANDS OF ACRES OF LAND EXTENDING EAST OF
THUNDERSHOWER RUN TO THE SMALL TOWN OF GUFFY.  TIMBER RIGHTS WERE OBTAINED AND A CHEMICAL PLANT WAS
CONSTRUCTED IN THE TOWN OF WESTLINE.  THE PLANT, KNOWN AS THE DAY CHEMICAL COMPANY, BEGAN OPERATING IN 1901. 
THE PLANT CONVERTED LUMBER INTO CHARCOAL, METHANOL, AND ACETIC ACID.  THE BASIC PROCESS CONSISTED OF HEATING
THE LUMBER IN THE ABSENCE OF OXYGEN, TO A VERY HIGH TEMPERATURE, DRIVING OFF THE CHEMICALS AND TURNING THE
REMAINING WOOD INTO CHARCOAL.  THE CHEMICALS WERE TREATED TO PRODUCE METHANOL AND ACETIC ACID.  THE CHARCOAL
WAS THEN SOLD TO IRON PRODUCERS.  THE METHANOL AND ACETIC ACID WERE ALSO SOLD, SINCE THEY GENERATED A
REASONABLE PROFIT.

THE DAY CHEMICAL COMPANY WAS CLOSED IN 1930 DUE TO THE POOR HEALTH OF EDMUND DAY (RALPH DAY HAD ALREADY
PASSED AWAY).  THE PLANT WAS THEN SOLD TO DAVID HANCOCK OF OLEAN, NEW YORK, AND THE NAME OF THE PLANT WAS  
CHANGED TO THE UNION CHARCOAL COMPANY.  BY 1940, THE PLANT DETERIORATED AND WAS JUST ABOUT READY TO SHUT DOWN
WHEN AN EXPLOSION OCCURRED IN THE ETHER SEPARATING UNIT.  WITH THE INSURANCE MONEY FROM THE EXPLOSION 
DAMAGE, THE PLANT WAS REBUILT AND SOON BEGAN REAPING GREAT PROFITS BECAUSE WORLD WAR II BROUGHT AN INCREASE
IN DEMAND AND CONSEQUENTLY A RISE IN PRICES.  HOWEVER, BECAUSE OF HIGH TAXES, THE COMPANY WAS   DISSOLVED AND
THE PLANT WAS SOLD TO DAVID AND ROBERT HANDCOCK AND THEIR WIVES WHO NAMED THE PLANT THE WESTLINE CHEMICAL
COMPANY.  IN 1946, THE PLANT WAS BOUGHT OUT BY THE SUSQUEHANNA CHEMICAL COMPANY AND OPERATIONS CONTINUED FOR
SIX MORE YEARS.  IN THE SUMMER OF 1952, THE PLANT WAS CLOSED DUE TO EQUIPMENT DETERIORATION AND A DECLINE IN
PROFITS.

TODAY, ALL THAT IS LEFT OF THE CHEMICAL PLANT IS THE FOUNDATION. THE PLANT SITE, LOCATED BEHIND THE WESTLINE
INN, IS PRESENTLY COVERED WITH DEMOLITION DEBRIS AND IS OVERGROWN.  MOST OF THE THOUSANDS OF ACRES BOUGHT BY
RALPH AND EDMUND DAY IN THE LATE 1890'S ARE NOW PART OF THE ALLEGHENY NATIONAL FOREST.

   #CSS
   FINDINGS OF THE RI:

THE PURPOSE OF THE RI WAS TO DETERMINE THE NATURE, EXTENT AND IMPACT OF THE CONTAMINATION.  THEN APPROPRIATE
REMEDIAL ACTIONS COULD BE EVALUATED TO MINIMIZE THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS.



THE RI FIELD ACTIVITIES CONSISTED OF THE FOLLOWING:

        - INSTALLING MONITORING WELLS

        - COLLECTING GROUND WATER SAMPLES FROM MONITORING AND DOMESTIC WELLS

        - COLLECTING SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES IN WETLAND AREAS

        - COLLECTING SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES

        - COLLECTING SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES

        - COLLECTING BENTHIC ORGANISMS AND FISH SAMPLES.

   WASTE TAR

TAR DEPOSITS ARE STILL PRESENT AT THE WESTLINE SITE.  THE LARGEST OF THESE IS LOCATED BEHIND THE WESTLINE
CHURCH.  THIS DEPOSIT COVERS APPROXIMATELY 1,500 SQUARE FEET AND IS SIX INCHES DEEP.  TAR WAS ALSO SEEN ALONG
THE BANKS OF THE UNNAMED TRIBUTARY.  DEPOSITS HAVE ALSO BEEN DETECTED AT TWO OTHER AREAS OF THE SITE.  THESE
DEPOSITS ARE RELATIVELY SMALL IN SIZE AND ARE GENERALLY FOUND IN THE LOW LYING AREAS OF THE   GROUND SURFACE. 
THE FS HAS ESTIMATED A TOTAL OF 710 CUBIC YARDS OF TAR AND TAR SOILS ONSITE.

DURING THE INITIAL SITE INSPECTION, CONDUCTED BY EPA REGION III IN JULY OF 1982, A SAMPLE OF THE WASTE
MATERIAL WAS COLLECTED FROM A TAR SEEPAGE LOCATED ALONG THE BERM OF THE ROAD AND ANALYZED FOR ACID
EXTRACTABLE AND BASE NEUTRAL PRIORITY POLLUTANTS.  THE RESULTS ARE GIVEN IN TABLE 1.  PHENOL AND 2,4-DIMETHYL
PHENOL WERE THE ONLY PRIORITY POLLUTANTS DETECTED, AT 953 AND 934 MG/KG, RESPECTIVELY.  HOWEVER, 18
TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS WERE DETECTED AT ESTIMATED CONCENTRATION RANGING FROM 110 TO 5,700 MG/KG.

TO BETTER DETERMINE THE CONTAMINANTS AT THE WESTLINE SITE, ANOTHER WOOD TAR SAMPLE WAS COLLECTED FROM THE TAR
DEPOSIT BEHIND THE WESTLINE CHURCH IN MARCH OF 1986.  THE PURPOSE FOR COLLECTING A SECOND WOOD TAR   SAMPLE
WAS TO VERIFY THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS (PAHS).  PAHS ARE COMMON
CONSTITUENTS OF WASTE MATERIALS THAT FORM BY EITHER PYROLYSIS OR COMBUSTION.  THE PREVIOUSLY ANALYZED WOOD
TAR SAMPLE (COLLECTED IN JULY OF 1982 BY EPA) DID NOT INDICATE THE PRESENCE OF PAHS BECAUSE OF INTERFERENCE
IN THE DETECTION INSTRUMENT CAUSED BY THE VISCOSITY AND CHEMICAL COMPLEXITY OF THE WOOD TAR SAMPLE.

THE SECOND WOOD TAR SAMPLE (COLLECTED IN MARCH OF 1986) WAS DISSOLVED IN METHYLENE CHLORIDE AND WAS ANALYZED
BY GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY USING A SINGLE PACKED COLUMN AND FLAME IONIZATION DETECTION (GS/FID) FOR  PAH COMPOUNDS
ONLY.  ANALYSIS OF THIS SAMPLE EXHIBITED THE FOLLOWING PAH COMPOUNDS IN THE FOLLOWING ESTIMATED
CONCENTRATIONS:

              COMPOUNDS                             CONCENTRATION (MG/KG)

             NAPHTHALENE                                 15,000
             ACENAPHTHENE                                26,000
             ACENAPHTHYLENE                               5,600
             FLUORENE                                    11,000
             PHENANTHRENE                                 1,900
             FLUORANTHENE                                 1,900
             PYRENE                                       2,600
             BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE                           1,600.

A TOTAL OF EIGHT PAH COMPOUNDS WERE FOUND BY THIS ANALYSIS.  TO CONFIRM THE PRESENCE OF THE ABOVE COMPOUNDS,
THE TAR SOLUTION WAS ANALYZED BY THE GAS CHROMATOGRAPHIC/MASS SPECTROMETRIC (GC/MS) METHOD FOR BASE/NEUTRAL
AND ACID EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS.  THE ANALYSIS OF THE TAR SOLUTION REVEALED PHENOL AT 1,650 MG/KG.  THIS
DETECTION CORRESPONDS WELL WITH THE PRESENCE OF PHENOL IN THE ANALYSIS OF THE WOOD TAR SAMPLE  COLLECTED IN
JULY OF 1982.  HOWEVER, PAH COMPOUNDS WERE NOT REPORTED IN THE TAR SOLUTION SAMPLE FROM 1986 BECAUSE OF HIGH
GC/MS DETECTION LIMITS.  THE GS/FID DETECTION LIMITS WERE LOWER THAN THE GC/MS. THEREFORE, THE PRESENCE OF
PAH COMPOUNDS COULD NOT BE CONFIRMED BY GC/MS ANALYSIS DUE TO INSUFFICIENT ANALYTICAL SENSITIVITY.

IN FEBRUARY OF 1983, THREE WASTE SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED BY EPA REGION III AND EVALUATED FOR CORROSIVITY,
IGNITABILITY, EP TOXICITY, AND REACTIVITY, AS DEFINED IN CFR 40, PART 261, SUBPART C.  THE TAR WASTE DID NOT
EXHIBIT THE CHARACTERISTICS OF CORROSIVITY, IGNITABILITY OR REACTIVITY AND THE EP TOXICITY TEST EXTRACT DID
NOT EXCEED THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE CONCENTRATIONS.  EVEN THOUGH THIS IS NOT A RCRA WASTE, THERE   ARE PUBLIC
HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE CARCINOGENIC PAH COMPOUNDS AND THE LEVELS OF PHENOLS IN THE WASTE TAR.  ALSO
THE WASTE TARS ARE LOCATED IN THE FLOOD PLAIN AND EXCAVATION OF THE TAR IS NECESSARY FOR   PROTECTION OF THE



ENVIRONMENT.

   GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY

THE WESTLINE SITE LIES IN THE APPALACHIAN PLATEAUS PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROVINCE.  THE PROVINCE IS AN OLD PLATEAU
WHICH HAS BEEN DEEPLY DISSECTED BY STREAM EROSION.  IN THE GENERAL AREA OF THE SITE, FLAT HILL TOPS LIE AT
ABOUT 2,100 FEET ELEVATION WITH VALLEYS CUT 500 TO 600 FEET BELOW THE TOPS OF THE HILLS.  THE REGION IS PART
OF THE ALLEGHENY RIVER DRAINAGE BASIN AND THE SITE LIES ON THE FLOOD PLAIN OF KINZUA CREEK.

THICK ALLUVIAL DEPOSITS OF CLAY, SILT, SAND AND GRAVEL ARE FOUND IN THE VALLEYS AND FLOOD PLAINS.  THE SOILS
IN THE WESTLINE AREA CONSIST OF THE BRACEVILLE SILT LOAM.  THE BEDROCK UNIT WHICH UNDERLIES THE ALLUVIUM AT
THE WESTLINE SITE IS THE CATTARAUGUS FORMATION.  IT IS COMPOSED OF SHALE, SILTSTONE AND SANDSTONE.

THE SITE SPECIFIC GEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION INVOLVED THE DRILLING OF EIGHT BOREHOLES TO DETERMINE THE SUBSURFACE
STRATIGRAPHY, OBTAIN SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES AND TO INSTALL MONITORING WELLS.  FIGURES 3 & 4   SHOW THE
GEOLOGIC CROSS SECTIONS AND SOME OF THE MONITORING WELL LOCATIONS.

THE WATER PRODUCING ZONES CONSIST OF THREE BASIC SUBUNITS, EACH CONSISTING OF COARSE-GRAINED MATERIAL AT THE
BASE AND FINE-GRAINED SEDIMENTS AT THE TOP.  THE LOWEST SUBUNIT, ZONE 3, IS COMPOSED OF COARSE  GRAVELS,
COBBLES, AND SANDS AND RANGES FROM FIVE TO 15 FEET THICK ON TOP OF BEDROCK.  THIS UNIT IS OVERLAIN BY
APPROXIMATELY 25 FEET OF SILT AND CLAY.  THE SECOND SUBUNIT, ZONE 2, RANGES FROM 13 TO 19 FEET THICK AND
BOTTOMS APPROXIMATELY 50 FEET BELOW GROUND.  THIS SUBUNIT IS COMPOSED OF CLEAN SANDS AND GRAVELS TO SILTY
SANDS AND GRAVELS.  IT IS OVERLAIN BY SANDY SILTS TO CLAYS RANGING FROM NINE TO 20 FEET IN THICKNESS.  THE
UPPER SUBUNIT, ZONE 1, IS ALSO COMPOSED OF CLEAN SANDS AND GRAVELS TO SILTY SANDS AND GRAVELS.  THE BASE OF
THE UPPER UNIT RANGES FROM 15 TO 30 FEET BELOW THE GROUND.  THIN SILTY SOIL OVERLIES THIS UNIT TO THE
SURFACE.

THE GROUND WATER FLOW IN ZONE 1 IS SOUTHWEST AND DISCHARGES INTO KINZUA CREEK.  FIGURE 5 SHOWS GROUND WATER
CONTOURS WHICH ARE BASED ON THE ELEVATION OF THE WATER TABLE AT DIFFERENT LOCATIONS ON THE SITE.   GROUND
WATER FLOWS FROM HIGHER ELEVATIONS TO LOWER ELEVATIONS.  GROUND WATER VELOCITY IN ZONE 1 IS ESTIMATED BETWEEN
16.5 AND 125 FEET PER YEAR.  THE GROUND WATER FLOW THROUGH ZONE 1 WAS ESTIMATED TO BE 1.3 TO 10.1 GALLONS PER
DAY (GPD) PER FOOT.

IN ZONE 2, THERE ARE ONLY TWO MONITORING WELLS AND THE EXACT DIRECTION OF GROUND WATER FLOW CANNOT BE
ACCURATELY DETERMINED, BUT IT APPEARS THAT ZONE 2 MAY BE DISCHARGING INTO KINZUA CREEK.  THE GROUND WATER
VELOCITY IN ZONE 2 IS ESTIMATED TO BE 2,100 FEET PER YEAR.  WATER FLOW THROUGH ZONE 2 WAS ESTIMATED TO BE 137
GPD PER FOOT.

NO MONITORING WELLS WERE PLACED IN ZONE 3 AND THE GROUND WATER FLOW DIRECTION AND VELOCITY WERE NOT
DETERMINED.

   GROUND WATER CHEMISTRY AND CONTAMINATION:

SAMPLES OF GROUND WATER WERE TAKEN FROM FIVE DOMESTIC WELLS AND THE EIGHT MONITORING WELLS INSTALLED FOR THE
RI/FS.  THESE SAMPLES WERE ANALYZED BY THE US EPA CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM AND THE RESULTS HAVE   BEEN
REVIEWED FOR QUALITY CONTROL.

THE DOMESTIC WELL SAMPLES WERE FREE OF DETECTABLE LEVELS OF EPA'S HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE LIST (HSL) ORGANIC
CONTAMINATION.  HOWEVER, WELL DW-004 DID EXHIBIT TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS (TPH) AT 2 MG/L.  THIS   COULD
BE DUE TO AN OIL WELL LOCATED NEARBY.  TWO DOMESTIC WELLS EXHIBITED INORGANIC CONTAMINATION.  ONE WELL
(DW-001) EXHIBITED ELEVATED LEVELS OF CHROMIUM, COBALT, COPPER, IRON, LEAD, NICKEL, VANADIUM AND  ZINC.  THE
OTHER WELL (DW-004) CONTAINED ELEVATED LEVELS OF BARIUM, IRON, CHLORIDE AND SODIUM.  BASICALLY, THE ANALYSES
SHOWED THAT THE GROUND WATER HAS A HIGH LEVEL OF DISSOLVED PARTICLES AND IS NOT USED FOR   DRINKING BECAUSE
IT IS DIRTY.

IN THE MONITORING WELLS, HSL ORGANIC CONTAMINATION IS LIMITED TO THREE MONITORING WELLS:  MW-001, -003, AND
-006.  THE ORGANIC CHEMICALS AND THE CONCENTRATION DETECTED IN THE GROUND WATER ARE SHOWN IN TABLE   2.  ALL
THREE WELLS ARE LOCATED NEAR THE FORMER CHEMICAL PLANT AND EXCAVATED TARPIT (SEE FIGURE 2).

CONTAMINATION IN MW-001 CONSISTS ENTIRELY OF LOW LEVEL PHENOLS AND CREOSOLS, THE MOST WATER-SOLUBLE OF THE
CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN SITE SOILS.  MW-003 AND MW-006 ARE CLUSTER WELLS LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE WESTLINE
INN (SEE FIGURE 3).  MW-006 IS SCREENED AT THE TOP OF ZONE 1 NEAR THE WATER TABLE SURFACE AND MW-003 IS
PARTIALLY SCREENED NEAR THE BASE OF ZONE 2.  BOTH WELLS ARE CONTAMINATED WITH LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF
MONOCYCLIC AROMATICS INCLUDING TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE AND XYLENES AND LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF NAPHTHALENE, THE
MOST WATER SOLUBLE PAH.  ALSO DETECTED IN MW-006 WERE BENZENE (80-94 UG/L), PHENOL, 2-METHYLPHENOL,  



4-METHYLPHENOL, 2,4-DIMETHYLPHENOL AND 2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE.

THE GROUND WATER CONTAMINANTS REPRESENT THE MORE WATER SOLUBLE CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN THE SURFACE SOILS. 
PERCOLATING PRECIPITATION IS EVIDENTLY LEACHING THESE CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SOILS TO THE GROUND WATER TABLE. 
THIS MECHANISM PROBABLY EXPLAINS THE RELATIVE ABSENCE OF PHENOL, THE MOST WATER SOLUBLE SITE CONTAMINANT,
FROM THE SURFACE SOILS. PHENOL ASSOCIATED WITH THE TAR HAS EITHER LEACHED TO THE GROUND WATER OR HAS BEEN
CONVEYED FROM THE SITE BY SURFACE WATER RUNOFF.  PHENOL WAS DETECTED AT ONLY 3 UG/L IN DOWNGRADIENT WELL
MW-008 WHICH IS ADJACENT TO KINZUA CREEK.  THIS DETECTION IS A GOOD INDICATION OF THE SMALL EXTENT OF GROUND
WATER CONTAMINATION DOWNGRADIENT AND THE LIMITED SUBSURFACE MIGRATION.

A GROUND WATER VERIFICATION STUDY WILL BE CONDUCTED.  THE STUDY WILL DEFINE THE EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION FOUND
IN MW-006 AND WILL PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION TO ESTIMATE THE GROUND WATER FLOW VELOCITY IN ZONES 1 AND 2. THIS
INFORMATION WILL BE EVALUATED AND REMEDIAL ACTION FOR GROUND WATER WILL BE RECONSIDERED.

   SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT CHEMISTRY AND CONTAMINATION:

KINZUA CREEK AND TURNIP RUN BORDER THE WESTLINE SITE TO THE SOUTH AND EAST RESPECTIVELY.  KINZUA CREEK, A
THIRD ORDER STREAM, FLOWS WESTWARD FOR ROUGHLY FOUR MILES INTO THE ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR.  TURNIP RUN FLOWS
SOUTHWARD TO ITS CONFLUENCE WITH KINZUA CREEK.  BOTH STREAMS SUPPORT A SIZABLE POPULATION OF FISH AND ARE
USED FOR RECREATIONAL FISHING.

INTERSECTING THE SITE IS A SMALL UNNAMED TRIBUTARY WHICH DISCHARGES INTO KINZUA CREEK.  THE TRIBUTARY IS NOT
FORMED NATURALLY BUT IS MAN-MADE.  THE BANKS OF THE TRIBUTARY HAVE BEEN CARVED WITH A BACKHOE. THE TRIBUTARY,
WHICH IS FED BY GROUND WATER, WAS PROBABLY USED AT ONE TIME TO CARRY TAR AWAY FROM THE MAIN TAR DEPOSIT AREA.

THE OBJECTIVE OF THE SURFACE WATER INVESTIGATION WAS TO DETERMINE IF CONTAMINANTS HAVE BEEN TRANSPORTED FROM
THE SITE AND INTO THE STREAM VIA SURFACE RUNOFF OR GROUND WATER DISCHARGE.  SURFACE WATER SAMPLING  
LOCATIONS ARE SHOWN IN FIGURE 2.

SURFACE WATER SAMPLING LOCATIONS SW-001 AND -002 WERE CHOSEN TO DETERMINE BACKGROUND SURFACE WATER QUALITY. 
SAMPLING STATIONS SW-004 AND -005 WERE POSITIONED DIRECTLY ADJACENT TO THE SITE TO DETERMINE THE  PRESENCE OR
ABSENCE OF SITE RELATED CONTAMINANTS.  SAMPLING LOCATIONS SW-006 AND -007 WERE SELECTED ON THE UNNAMED
TRIBUTARY; ONE UPSTREAM OF THE TAR DEPOSIT AND ONE NEAR THE CONFLUENCE WITH KINZUA CREEK.  TO   ESTIMATE THE
IMPACT ON DOWNSTREAM WATER QUALITY, SAMPLING LOCATION SW-008 WAS STATIONED ALONG KINZUA CREEK ABOUT ONE-HALF
MILE DOWNSTREAM FROM THE SITE.

EIGHT SURFACE WATER SAMPLES AND A DUPLICATE SAMPLE WERE COLLECTED IN JULY, 1985.  THE SAMPLES WERE ANALYZED
FOR FULL HSL ORGANICS AND INORGANICS, TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS, AND STANDARD WATER QUALITY   PARAMETERS.

NO ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS WERE DETECTED WITH THE EXCEPTION OF TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS, DETECTED AT 2 MG/L
AT SAMPLE LOCATION SW-006. THIS DETECTION MAY BE ATTRIBUTED TO SURFACE RUNOFF OF OILS FROM CARS OR   TRUCKS
(SW-006 IS LOCATED NEAR THE MAIN INTERSECTION OF THE TOWN).

A FEW INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS WERE DETECTED IN THE SURFACE WATERS. SAMPLES SW-006 AND -007, TAKEN ALONG THE
UNNAMED TRIBUTARY, HAD SLIGHTLY ELEVATED LEVELS OF MANGANESE AND LEAD WHEN COMPARED TO BACKGROUND SAMPLES
(SW-001 AND SW-002) OR OTHER SAMPLES COLLECTED IN TURNIP RUN AND KINZUA CREEK.

SEDIMENT SAMPLES WERE OBTAINED FROM ALL SURFACE WATER SAMPLING LOCATIONS AND WERE ANALYZED FOR FULL HSL
CONTAMINANTS.  THE ANALYTICAL RESULTS ARE PRESENTED IN TABLE 3.

SAMPLING LOCATIONS SD-001, -002, -003, AND -008 DID NOT EXHIBIT ANY CONTAMINATION.

SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM THE UNNAMED TRIBUTARY EXHIBITED SOME ORGANIC CONTAMINATION.  FOR THE MOST PART, THE
CONTAMINANTS WERE PAHS AND COINCIDED WITH THOSE DETECTED IN THE SURFACE SOILS.  THE CONCENTRATION OF THE
CONTAMINANTS RANGED FROM 23 UG/KG (2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE AT SD-007).  THE PAHS HAVE HIGH SOIL/SEDIMENT
ADSORPTION COEFFICIENTS AND ARE ONLY SLIGHTLY SOLUBLE IN WATER.  THESE CONTAMINANTS MAY HAVE REACHED THE
SEDIMENTS VIA SURFACE SOIL RUNOFF.  THE MORE MOBILE CONTAMINANTS,  NAMELY TOLUENE AND 2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE,
WERE DETECTED ONLY IN SAMPLE LOCATIONS SD-006 AND -007 RESPECTIVELY.  HOWEVER, NEITHER CONTAMINANT WAS FOUND
IN THE SURFACE WATERS.  NO PESTICIDE/PCB CONTAMINATION WAS DETECTED IN ANY OF THE SAMPLES.

INORGANIC CONTAMINATION, WHEN COMPARED WITH BACKGROUND SAMPLES SD-001 AND -002, IS LIMITED TO THE UNNAMED
TRIBUTARY.  SAMPLING LOCATION SD-006 EXHIBITED VERY HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF IRON.

   SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL CHEMISTRY AND CONTAMINATION



THE SURFACE SOILS OF THE STUDY AREA WERE INVESTIGATED TO DETERMINE AREAS WHICH MAY EXHIBIT CONTAMINATION VIA
MIGRATION FROM THE TAR DEPOSITS.  THE PRIMARY GROUP OF CONTAMINANTS FOUND THROUGHOUT THE SITE WERE PAHS. 
PAHS ARE RELATIVELY WATER INSOLUBLE AND HAVE LOW VAPOR PRESSURES, THEREFORE THEY TEND TO ADSORB TO SURFACE OR
SUBSURFACE SOILS. THE PRIMARY MECHANISM BY WHICH THEY MAY BE TRANSPORTED IS CONVECTION OF   PARTICULATES WITH
SURFACE WATER RUNOFF.  THE WIDESPREAD DISTRIBUTION OF PAHS OVER THE ENTIRE STUDY AREA WAS A RESULT OF
SMOKESTACK EMISSIONS OF PARTICULATES FROM THE CHEMICAL FACTORY, WHICH OPERATED FOR OVER 50 YEARS IN
COMBINATION WITH THE SEASONAL FLOODING WHICH CAN MOVE SOILS AROUND THE SITE.

THE AVERAGE CONCENTRATION OF TOTAL PAHS IN THE SOILS AT THE WESTLINE SITE WAS APPROXIMATELY 1,000 UG/KG. 
THIS IS NOT UNCOMMON SINCE OTHER STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THE DETECTION OF PAHS IN THE UPPER SOIL LAYERS TO BE
BETWEEN 100 TO 1,000 UG/KG.  THE HIGHEST LEVELS CAN BE FOUND NEAR HIGHWAYS AND INDUSTRIAL SETTINGS.

ALTHOUGH THE AVERAGE CONCENTRATION OF PAHS IS APPROXIMATELY 1,000 UG/KG, ONE SAMPLE EXHIBITED AS HIGH AS
49,000 UG/KG OF TOTAL PAHS. HOWEVER, TAR WAS REPORTED TO BE MIXED WITH THE SOIL OF THIS SAMPLE. ANOTHER SOIL
SAMPLE REVEALED HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF VOLATILE, AND ACID-EXTRACTABLE CONTAMINANTS SUCH AS ETHYLBENZENE
(9,100 UG/KG), TOTAL XYLENES (30,000 UG/KG), AND VARIOUS PHENOLIC CONSTITUENTS (OVER 75,000   UG/KG).  THIS
SAMPLE WAS COLLECTED NEAR A TAR DEPOSIT AND TAR WAS ALSO EVIDENCED IN THE SOIL SAMPLE.

A LIMITED NUMBER OF VOLATILE AND ACID-EXTRACTABLE CONTAMINANTS WERE DETECTED DURING THE SURFACE SOIL
INVESTIGATION.  THE COMPOUNDS GENERALLY HAVE HIGHER WATER-SOLUBILITIES AND VAPOR PRESSURES THAN BASE (NEUTRAL
EXTRACTABLES, SUCH AS THE PAHS).  THUS, THE PRESENCE OF MONOCYCLIC AROMATICS AND CHLORINATED ALIPHATICS WAS
NOT AS SIGNIFICANT IN THE SURFACE SOILS SINCE THEY ARE MORE SUSCEPTIBLE TO GROUND WATER OR   ATMOSPHERIC
TRANSPORT.  SOIL SAMPLES COLLECTED DURING THE DRILLING PROGRAM SUPPORT THIS PHENOMENON.  SAMPLES COLLECTED
NEAR THE SURFACE INDICATED MOSTLY PAH CONTAMINANTS.  THE MORE WATER-SOLUBLE CONTAMINANTS, SUCH AS
ETHYLBENZENE AND 2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE, WERE FOUND AT 10-12 FEET IN THE OVERBURDEN MATERIAL.  WITH THE
EXCEPTION OF NAPHTHALENE, NO PAHS WERE DETECTED IN ANY SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES.  (NAPHTHALENE IS A SLIGHTLY
MOBILE PAH).  TABLE 4 SHOWS THE ENTIRE RANGE OF COMPOUNDS FOUND IN THE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES.

   AQUATIC SURVEY:

THE PURPOSE OF THIS INVESTIGATION WAS TO ASSESS ANY IMPACT THAT MAY BE OCCURRING AROUND THE WESTLINE SITE ON
THE LOCAL AQUATIC COMMUNITY RESULTING FROM CONTAMINATION OF THE LOCAL WATERWAY.  TWO COMPONENTS OF   THE
BIOTA IN THE STREAMS WERE ASSESSED, THE BENTHIC MACROINVERTEBRATE AND FISH COMMUNITIES.

A TOTAL OF 15 FISH WERE COLLECTED AND ANALYZED FOR HSL ORGANICS. THREE DIFFERENT TYPES OF FISH WERE ANALYZED: 
BROWN TROUT, WHITE SUCKER AND BROOK TROUT.  THE BROWN TROUT IS STOCKED IN KINZUA CREEK.  TABLE 5 SUMMARIZES
THE RESULTS.  VERY LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF BENZOIC ACID AND 4,4'-DDE WERE FOUND IN 11 OF THE 15 SAMPLES.

THE PRESENCE OF THESE CONTAMINANTS IS NOT WELL UNDERSTOOD FOR TWO REASONS:  (1)  NEITHER BENZOIC ACID NOR
4,4'-DDE WERE FOUND IN THE SEDIMENT OR SURFACE WATER SAMPLES; AND (2) SOME OF FISH CONTAINING THESE  
CONTAMINANTS WERE COLLECTED UPSTREAM OF THE SITE.  4,4'-DDE, A CHLORINATED PESTICIDE, IS HIGHLY PERSISTENT IN
THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE BIOACCUMULATION OF THIS PESTICIDE COULD HAVE ORIGINATED IN ANY AGRICULTURAL (INCLUDING
FOREST RELATED) AREA IN THE KINZUA CREEK WATERSHED.  BENZOIC ACID IS A BREAKDOWN PRODUCT OF TOLUENE.  THE
OXIDATION OF TOLUENE FORMS BENZOIC ACID.  ACCORDING TO OGATA, ET AL. (1970), TOLUENE IS DETOXIFIED BY
OXIDATION TO BENZOIC ACID IN MAMMALS, WHICH THEN REACTS WITH GLYSINE TO FORM HIPPURIC ACID.  HIPPURIC ACID IS
RAPIDLY EXCRETED IN THE URINE (VERSOR, 1979).  THIS SAME REACTION MAY BE TAKING PLACE IN THE BROWN TROUT. 
THIS IS NOT TO SAY THAT THE SOURCE OF TOLUENE IS THE WESTLINE SITE, SINCE UPSTREAM SAMPLES ALSO INDICATED THE
PRESENCE OF BENZOIC ACID.  BENZOIC ACID WAS DETECTED IN ALL THREE SPECIES OF FISH.

THE RESULTS OF THE BENTHIC STUDY SHOW REDUCTION IN THE TOTAL NUMBER OF BENTHIC MACROINVERTEBRATES FROM ONE
LOCATION IN KINZUA CREEK.  THIS REDUCTION IS ATTRIBUTED TO THE DISCHARGES FROM THE INTERMITTENT TRIBUTARY. 
HOWEVER, SAMPLES COLLECTED DOWNSTREAM OF THIS POINT INDICATED A COMPLETE RECOVERY.  OVERALL THE BENTHIC
COMMUNITY STRUCTURE IN TERMS OF TOTAL TAXES COLLECTED AND TOTAL NUMBERS IS GENERALLY EXCELLENT IN KINZUA
CREEK.

   WETLANDS AND FLOOD PLAIN ASSESSMENT:

ACCORDING TO THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM, THE WESTLINE SITE LIES WITHIN THE 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN. 
MOST OF THE SITE AREA EXTENDING NORTH TO SOUTH FROM THE WESTLINE INN TO KINZUA CREEK WOULD BE AFFECTED BY A
100-YEAR FLOOD EVENT.  THIS INCLUDES THE TAR DEPOSITS LOCATED BEHIND THE WESTLINE CHURCH AND THOSE SCATTERED
THROUGHOUT THE SOUTHWESTERN AND SOUTHCENTRAL PORTIONS OF THE SITE.

THESE WETLANDS ARE EXTREMELY VALUABLE TO THE ENVIRONMENT AT THIS SITE.  THE FLOOD PLAIN SUPPORTS NATURAL
ANIMAL AND PLANT LIFE.  IT IS VALUABLE FOR STORM WATER RETENTION AND IT IS ALSO AN AREA FOR GROUND WATER
DISCHARGE.  THE NATURAL FUNCTIONS AND VALUES OF THE WETLANDS MAKE IT NECESSARY FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS TO



PROTECT THE SURFACE WATER, GROUND WATER AND SURFACE SOILS ON THE WESTLINE COMMUNITY.  THE REMEDIAL ACTION  
SELECTED IN THE RECORD OF DECISION WILL MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE THE THREAT OF FURTHER CONTAMINATION TO THE
WETLAND AREAS.

   PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

TO ASSESS THE RISKS TO HUMAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL RECEPTORS POSED BY CHEMICAL CONTAMINANTS AT OR ORIGINATING
FROM THE WESTLINE SITE, THREE MAJOR ASPECTS OF THE CHEMICAL CONTAMINATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL FATE AND  
TRANSPORT OF SITE CHEMICALS MUST BE CONSIDERED.

        - THE CARCINOGENIC AND NON-CARCINOGENIC HEALTH HAZARDS ASSOCIATED
          WITH THE ORGANIC AND INORGANIC CHEMICALS DETECTED AT THE SITE.

        - THE POTENTIAL FOR HUMAN OR ENVIRONMENTAL EXPOSURE TO SITE
          CHEMICALS AND THE CONCENTRATIONS TO WHICH THE RECEPTORS MAY BE EXPOSED.

        - THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURE TO CHEMICALS AT THE
          CONCENTRATIONS DETECTED ON SITE AS COMPARED WITH REGULATORY GUIDANCE.

FROM ALL THE COMPOUNDS FOUND IN THE SITE AREA A LIST OF "INDICATOR CHEMICALS" WAS DEVELOPED FOR THE WESTLINE
SITE.  INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE SELECTED BY CONSIDERING THE HEALTH RELATED EFFECTS AND THE   FREQUENCY OF
OCCURRENCE ON THE SITE.  TABLE 6 LISTS THESE CHEMICALS FOR CONCERN.  TABLE 7 SHOWS THE REGULATORY GUIDELINE
VALUES FOR THESE CHEMICALS.

HSL ORGANIC CONTAMINATION OF GROUND WATER IS LIMITED TO THREE SITE MONITORING WELLS AND POSES LITTLE
POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT HUMAN EXPOSURE AT THIS TIME.  RESIDENTIAL WELLS IN WESTLINE ARE NOT BEING USED. 
INSTEAD, THE RESIDENTS OF WESTLINE ARE USING A SPRING, WHICH EMERGES FAR UPGRADIENT OF THE STUDY AREA. 
CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER FOLLOWING THE FLOW DIRECTION DETERMINED DURING THE RI WOULD ULTIMATELY DISCHARGE TO
KINZUA CREEK.  NO HSL ORGANICS WERE DETECTED IN SAMPLES TAKEN FROM KINZUA CREEK OR OTHER SITE SURFACE WATERS. 
AGAIN, A GROUND WATER VERIFICATION STUDY WILL BE CONDUCTED AND EPA WILL REEVALUATE PUBLIC HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS.

SURFACE SOIL IS THE MOST CONTAMINATED ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIUM AT THE SITE.  THIS IS APPARENTLY DUE TO THE BULK
TRANSPORT OF TAR AND CHARCOAL VIA SURFACE RUNOFF.  THE PREDOMINANT SOIL CONTAMINANTS, PAHS, TEND TO   ADSORB
TO SOILS AND ARE ALSO LIKELY TO BE DISPERSED FROM TAR DEPOSITS VIA ERODED SOILS.

BASED ON THE CHEMICAL ANALYTICAL DATA AND THE HYDROGEOLOGIC CONDITIONS AT WESTLINE, THE PRIMARY POTENTIAL
EXPOSURE MECHANISMS ARE FELT TO BE ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONTAMINATION OF TAR AND SURFACE SOILS. THESE
MECHANISMS INCLUDE DIRECT DERMAL CONTACT WITH WASTE TARS AND CONTAMINATED SOIL, AND THE POTENTIAL FOR THE
TARS AND CONTAMINATED SOILS TO LEACH TO THE GROUND WATER WHICH COULD BE USED FOR DRINKING WATER IN THE
FUTURE.

INHALATION OF SOIL CONTAMINANTS IS NOT CONSIDERED A POTENTIAL EXPOSURE MECHANISM FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

        - THE EXTREMELY LOW VAPOR PRESSURES OF THE PREDOMINANT
          CONTAMINANTS, PAHS, MAKES VOLATILIZATION AND SUBSEQUENT
          INHALATION OF VAPORS UNLIKELY.

        - THE LUSH VEGETATION OF WESTLINE, INCLUDING WOODED AREAS AND
          LAWNS, PROVIDES ADEQUATE COVER TO LIMIT FUGITIVE DUST AND
          INHALATION OF CONTAMINATED PARTICULATES.

        - THE CLIMATE OF WESTLINE PROVIDES AVERAGE ANNUAL PRECIPITATION OF
          49.5 INCHES IN THE FORM OF RAIN OR SNOW, WHICH WOULD ELIMINATE
          PARTICULATE EMISSIONS DURING MUCH OF THE YEAR.

        - THE MORE HEAVILY CONTAMINATED AREAS INCLUDE BULK TAR WASTES,
          WHICH ARE HIGHLY VISCOUS AND ARE UNLIKELY TO BECOME AIRBORNE.

POTENTIAL HUMAN RECEPTORS OF SOIL CONTAMINANTS VIA EXPOSURE ROUTES (DERMAL ABSORPTION AND INGESTION) ARE THE
RESIDENTS OF WESTLINE AND THOSE WHO FREQUENT THE AREA TO HUNT, FISH, HIKE OR OTHERWISE ENJOY THE   OUTDOORS.

A DETAILED RISK CALCULATION IS PRESENTED IN VOLUME I OF THE WESTLINE RI/FS IN CHAPTER 7.  UNDER PRESENT SITE
CONDITIONS, DETRIMENTAL EXPOSURE IS EXPECTED TO OCCUR ONLY THROUGH PROLONGED DIRECT CONTACT WITH TAR DEPOSITS
OR HEAVILY CONTAMINATED SOILS.  CHEMICAL ANALYSIS OF FISH FROM KINZUA CREEK INDICATE NO SIGNIFICANT RISK FOR



CONSUMPTION OF FISH FROM LOCAL STREAMS.  SITE CONDITIONS HAVE BEEN SIMILAR TO PRESENT  CONDITIONS FOR AT
LEAST THE PAST 30 YEARS AND HAVE PUT NO NOTICEABLE STRESS ON THE AQUATIC OR TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS.

POTENTIAL DETRIMENTAL EXPOSURE TO GROUND WATER CONTAMINANTS WOULD OCCUR ONLY IF PRESENT USAGE CHANGES AND
CONTAMINATED DOMESTIC WELLS WERE PUT BACK INTO USE.

   #AE
   REVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES:

        REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 - NO ACTION

A NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE MUST ALWAYS BE CONSIDERED IN ORDER TO DETERMINE THE LONG-TERM EFFECTS A SITE WILL
HAVE ON PUBLIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH IF NOTHING IS DONE TO CLEAN UP THE SITE.  THE FS FOUND THIS
ALTERNATIVE UNACCEPTABLE BECAUSE IT DOES NOT PROTECT THE GROUND WATER FROM CONTAMINATION OR PREVENT DIRECT
CONTACT WITH THE WOOD TAR WASTES.

        - TECHNICAL EVALUATION

          THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT REQUIRE ANY IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDIAL
          ACTIVITIES AFTER THE RI/FS OTHER THAN A STUDY TO VERIFY THE
          EXTENT AND DEGREE OF AQUIFER CONTAMINATION.  THE FS PROPOSES A
          GROUND WATER VERIFICATION STUDY CONSISTING OF FOUR SHALLOW WELLS.
          ONE WILL BE HYDRAULICALLY UPGRADIENT FROM THE CONTAMINATED MW-006
          WELL AND THREE WILL BE DOWNGRADIENT.  THE WELLS WILL BE SAMPLED
          AND ANALYZED FOR HSL ORGANICS.  EPA WILL EVALUATE THE RESULTS TO
          DETERMINE IF ANY FURTHER ACTION IS NEEDED.

        - PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

          THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT REDUCE ANY OF THE PRESENT OR
          POTENTIAL FUTURE RISKS TO THE PUBLIC OR THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE
          PRESENT UNACCEPTABLE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE ARE DERMAL
          CONTACT WITH THE WOOD TARS AND THE POTENTIAL FUTURE INGESTION OF
          GROUND WATER.

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 - EXCAVATION OF WOOD TARS AND ONSITE LANDFILLING

THIS ALTERNATIVE REQUIRES THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN ONSITE HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL.  FOLLOWING THE LANDFILL
CONSTRUCTION, WOOD TAR DEPOSITS BEHIND THE WESTLINE CHURCH AND IN THE SOUTHCENTRAL AND SOUTHWESTERN  
PORTIONS OF THE STUDY AREA WOULD BE REMOVED AND PLACED IN THE LANDFILL. AN IMPERMEABLE CAP WOULD BE PLACED
OVER THE WASTE MATERIALS, AND THE EXCAVATED TAR PITS WOULD BE BACKFILLED WITH CLEAN SOILS.  THE SOILS WOULD
THEN BE SEEDED.  THE BASELINE PRESENT-WORTH COST OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 IS APPROXIMATELY $644,000.

        - TECHNICAL EVALUATION

        THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES TWO KEY REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES IN ADDITION
        TO THE GROUND WATER VERIFICATION STUDY.  THESE ARE EXCAVATION AND
        ONSITE LANDFILLING.  A NEW ACCESS ROAD WILL BE CONSTRUCTED TO THE
        PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE LANDFILL.  A ROAD MUST ALSO BE CONSTRUCTED
        FOR EXCAVATION OF THE TAR PIT BEHIND THE WESTLINE CHURCH.  A
        LANDFILL LINER SYSTEM WILL BE CONSTRUCTED.  THIS LINER WILL COVER
        APPROXIMATELY 6,000 SQUARE FEET.  ONCE THE LINER SYSTEM HAS BEEN
        CONSTRUCTED, THE LANDFILL IS READY FOR DEPOSITION OF THE WASTE
        MATERIALS.  A TOTAL OF 710 CUBIC YARDS OF TAR AND TAR/SOIL WASTES
        IS ESTIMATED FOR ONSITE DISPOSAL.  CONVENTIONAL EARTHMOVING
        EQUIPMENT CAN BE USED TO REMOVE THE TAR DEPOSITS FROM THE PIT.  THE
        INTERSPERSED TAR DEPOSITS WILL REQUIRE EXCAVATION BASED ON VISUAL
        DETERMINATIONS AND ANALYSIS OF SOILS DURING EXCAVATION.  BACKHOE
        EQUIPMENT, IN COMBINATION WITH HAND AND SHOVEL EXCAVATION, WILL BE
        APPROPRIATE FOR THE INTERSPERSED TAR AREAS.  ALL EXCAVATED
        MATERIALS WILL BE PLACED IN THE ONSITE LANDFILL AND A MULTILAYERED
        CAP WILL BE PLACED ON THE CELL.  THE LANDFILL MUST COMPLY WITH THE
        U.S. EPA AND PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
        (PADER) HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATIONS.  ONGOING MAINTENANCE AND
        MONITORING OF THE LANDFILL WILL BE REQUIRED.



        REMEDIAL WORKERS WILL NEED DERMAL PROTECTIVE CLOTHING DURING SITE
        WORK.  RESPIRATORY PROTECTION IS NOT ANTICIPATED TO BE NECESSARY.
        FOR SAFETY PRECAUTIONS, AIR MONITORING IS RECOMMENDED DURING
        EXCAVATION.

        - PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

        ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 ADDRESSES ALL OF THE PRESENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE
        UNACCEPTABLE RISKS TO THE PUBLIC INCLUDING DERMAL CONTACT AND
        INGESTION OF GROUND WATER BY HUMANS.

        ONSITE DISPOSAL IN A HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL IS EXPECTED TO
        PROVIDE CONTAINMENT OF THE WASTE TAR MATERIALS AND ANY LIQUID
        LEACHATES.  RESIDUAL RISKS TO THE PUBLIC AND THE ENVIRONMENT ARE
        EXPECTED TO BE NEGLIGIBLE.  A COMPREHENSIVE POST-CLOSURE CARE PLAN
        WILL BE PREPARED THAT WILL ADDRESS REQUIREMENTS FOR MAINTENANCE AND
        MONITORING.  PADER WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE POST-CLOSURE CARE.

        EXCAVATION OF THE TAR DEPOSITS AND CONSTRUCTION OF AN ONSITE
        LANDFILL WILL CAUSE A TEMPORARY DISRUPTION IN DAILY ACTIVITIES,
        MAINLY BECAUSE OF THE OPERATION OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT AND HAUL TRUCKS.
        DUST CONTROL MEASURES WILL BE USED.  PRODUCTION OF HARMFUL VAPORS
        AND GASES IS NOT EXPECTED, BASED ON ALL AVAILABLE INFORMATION ON
        THE TAR MATERIALS, ALTHOUGH AN INCREASE IN OBJECTIONABLE ODORS
        MIGHT OCCUR.

        - INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES

        ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS RELATED
        TO THE REMEDIAL ACTION WILL BE MET FOR ALTERNATIVE NO. 2, INCLUDING
        ONSITE DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTES.

        REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 - EXCAVATION OF WOOD TARS AND OFFSITE LANDFILLING

THIS ALTERNATIVE REQUIRES THAT THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS AND THE ADJOINING CONTAMINATED SOILS BE REMOVED AND
TRANSPORTED TO A RCRA-APPROVED HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY (HWMF).  IF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS CHOSEN,
THE WOOD TAR WASTE MATERIALS COULD BE TAKEN TO ONE OF SEVERAL FACILITIES THAT MEET RCRA STANDARDS.  THE
BASELINE PRESENT-WORTH COST OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 IS APPROXIMATELY $409,000.

        - TECHNICAL EVALUATION

        EXCAVATION OF WOOD TAR DEPOSITS AND OF ADJOINING CONTAMINATED SOILS
        HAS BEEN EVALUATED AND DESCRIBED PREVIOUSLY UNDER ALTERNATIVE NO.
        2.  THEREFORE, TECHNICAL EVALUATION OF THIS TECHNOLOGY WILL NOT BE
        REPEATED.  THE TECHNICAL EVALUATION IN THIS SECTION FOCUSES ON
        OFFSITE LANDFILL TECHNOLOGY.  EXCAVATION AND SUBSEQUENT OFFSITE
        DISPOSAL IS A PERMANENT REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE SITE.  BASED ON
        AVAILABLE DATA, THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL REDUCE THE POSSIBILITY OF
        FUTURE CONTAMINATION BY REMOVING THE KNOWN SOURCES OF
        CONTAMINATION.  OFFSITE LANDFILLING WILL NOT REQUIRE PERIODIC
        MAINTENANCE OR MONITORING BY PADER.  IN ADDITION, OFFSITE
        LANDFILLING WILL PERMANENTLY REMOVE THE WASTE MATERIAL AND
        ELIMINATE THE ASPECT OF POTENTIAL FAILURE OF AN ONSITE DISPOSAL UNIT.

        - PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

        THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL ADDRESS THE PRESENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE
        UNACCEPTABLE RISKS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT, INCLUDING
        DERMAL CONTACT AND INGESTION OF GROUND WATER BY HUMANS.  THE
        REMOVAL AND SUBSEQUENT OFFSITE LANDFILLING OF WASTE MATERIALS WILL
        PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION, MAINTENANCE, AND MONITORING OF THE
        DISPOSAL UNIT.  THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROPER DISPOSAL PRACTICES
        AND LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL ASSURANCES WILL BE WITH A LICENSED
        HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY, UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF PROFESSIONAL
        ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTS AND ENGINEERS.  THE HEALTH AND



        ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF EXCAVATION WERE PREVIOUSLY EVALUATED AND
        DESCRIBED UNDER ALTERNATIVE NO. 2.

        - INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES

        OFFSITE DISPOSAL OF WASTE MATERIALS IN A PERMITTED HAZARDOUS WASTE
        LANDFILL FACILITY FULFILLS THE RCRA CLOSURE AND POST-CLOSURE
        REQUIREMENTS (40 CFR SS264.310).

        REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 - EXCAVATION OF WOOD TARS AND OFFSITE INCINERATION

THIS ALTERNATIVE, LIKE ALTERNATIVE * NOS. 2 AND 3, COMPLETELY REMOVES THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS AND THE ADJOINING
CONTAMINATED SOILS. LIKE ALTERNATIVE NO. 3, IT TRANSPORTS THE EXCAVATED WASTE MATERIALS TO A   RCRA-APPROVED,
OFFSITE INCINERATOR, RATHER THAN DISPOSING IT ON SITE.

AT THE INCINERATOR PLANT, HAZARDOUS MATERIALS WILL BE DESTROYED BY BURNING AT HIGH TEMPERATURES.  ASHES
REMAINING AFTER THE BURNING PROCESS WILL BE PROPERLY DISPOSED BY THE INCINERATOR OPERATOR.  THE BASELINE  
PRESENT-WORTH COST OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 IS APPROXIMATELY $744,000.

        - TECHNICAL EVALUATION

        IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL RESULT IN EXCAVATING ALL
        WOOD TAR DEPOSITS THROUGHOUT THE STUDY AREA AND SUBSEQUENT HAULING
        OF THESE WASTES TO A PERMITTED OFFSITE INCINERATION FACILITY.  SITE
        REMEDIATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL BEGIN WITH EXCAVATING THE WOOD
        TAR DEPOSITS BEHIND THE WESTLINE CHURCH AND IN THE SOUTHWESTERN AND
        SOUTHCENTRAL PORTIONS OF THE STUDY AREA.  THE AMOUNT OF EXCAVATED
        MATERIALS AND THE METHODS OF EXCAVATION ARE THE SAME AS THOSE
        DESCRIBED UNDER ALTERNATIVE NO. 2.  THEREFORE, THE TECHNICAL
        EVALUATION AS WELL AS THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS
        OF EXCAVATION ARE NOT REPEATED HERE.  THE REMAINDER OF THIS SECTION
        FOCUSES ON THE TECHNICAL ASPECTS AND HEALTH CONCERNS REGARDING
        OFFSITE INCINERATION.

        INCINERATION IS CONSIDERED TO BE TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE BECAUSE OF
        THE HIGH HEATING VALUE (APPROXIMATELY 11,000 BTU PER POUND) AND LOW
        ASH CONTENT (0.05 PERCENT) OF WOOD TAR.  COMMON TYPES OF
        INCINERATORS THAT WERE CONSIDERED FOR THE DESTRUCTION OF THE WOOD
        TAR WASTES WERE ROTARY KILN, FLUIDIZED BED, MULTIPLE HEARTH, AND
        LIQUID INJECTION INCINERATORS.

        INCINERATION IS A PROVEN TECHNOLOGY FOR DESTROYING HAZARDOUS
        MATERIALS, INCLUDING THE WOOD TARS SUCH AS THOSE AT THE WESTLINE
        SITE.  RESIDUAL ASHES, WHICH REMAIN AFTER THE THERMAL DESTRUCTION
        OF THE WASTE MATERIAL, WILL BE PROPERLY HANDLED BY THE OPERATORS OF
        THE INCINERATION FACILITY.

        - PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

        THE HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE DUE TO
        EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES RATHER THAN INCINERATION.  THIS IS BECAUSE
        THE INCINERATION IS CONDUCTED OFF SITE AT A LICENSED AND APPROVED
        RCRA FACILITY.  THE HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF
        INCINERATION ON THE LOCAL COMMUNITY ARE THEREFORE ELIMINATED.

        AS OUTLINED UNDER ALTERNATIVE NO. 2, THE MOST SIGNIFICANT IMPACT OF
        THIS ALTERNATIVE IS THE DISRUPTION OF DAILY ACTIVITIES, MAINLY
        BECAUSE OF THE OPERATION OF HAUL TRUCKS AND HEAVY EQUIPMENT.
        PRODUCTION OF HARMFUL VAPORS AND GASES IS NOT EXPECTED, BASED ON
        ALL AVAILABLE INFORMATION ON THE TAR MATERIALS.  PROPER ENGINEERING
        PRACTICES DURING EXCAVATION WILL REDUCE THE LIKELIHOOD OF EMISSIONS
        AND ASSOCIATED RESPIRATORY PROBLEMS.  THESE PRACTICES WOULD INCLUDE
        DUST CONTROL MEASURES ON LOCAL ROADS AS NEEDED.

        - INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES



        OFFSITE INCINERATION AT A LICENSED INCINERATION FACILITY WILL
        REQUIRE COMPLIANCE WITH BOTH THE RCRA REQUIREMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH
        THE REMAINING ASH RESIDUAL AND THE EMISSIONS REQUIREMENTS AS
        DEFINED BY THE NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (NAAQS).

        REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE NO. 5 - EXCAVATION OF WOOD TARS AND ONSITE INCINERATION

THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF WOOD TAR DEPOSITS AND THE ADJOINING CONTAMINATED SOILS. 
FOLLOWING EXCAVATION OF THE CONTAMINANTS, THIS ALTERNATIVE PROVIDES FOR ONSITE INCINERATION IN A MOBILE
INCINERATOR THAT IS REMOVED FROM THE SITE WHEN THE PROJECT IS COMPLETED.  ASHES REMAINING AFTER THE BURNING
PROCESS WILL BE TRANSPORTED TO A RCRA-APPROVED FACILITY.  THE BASELINE PRESENT-WORTH COST OF ALTERNATIVE NO.
5 IS $1,077,000.

        - TECHNICAL EVALUATION

        IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL REQUIRE THE EXCAVATION OF
        ALL WOOD TAR DEPOSITS THROUGHOUT THE STUDY AREA AND SUBSEQUENT
        DESTRUCTION OF THESE WASTES IN A PERMITTED INCINERATION UNIT THAT
        WILL BE MOBILIZED TO THE WESTLINE SITE.  THE AMOUNT OF EXCAVATED
        WASTE MATERIAL, APPROXIMATELY 700 CUBIC YARDS, AND THE METHODS OF
        EXCAVATION ARE THE SAME AS THOSE DESCRIBED UNDER REMEDIAL ACTION
        ALTERNATIVE NO. 2.  THEREFORE, THE TECHNICAL EVALUATION AS WELL AS
        THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS OF EXCAVATION ARE NOT
        REPEATED.  THE REMAINDER OF THIS SECTION FOCUSES ON THE TECHNICAL
        ASPECTS AND HEALTH CONCERNS REGARDING ONSITE INCINERATION.

        ROTARY KILN WAS FOUND TO BE THE ONLY TYPE OF INCINERATOR AVAILABLE
        COMMERCIALLY AS A MOBILE UNIT FOR ONSITE USE AND IT IS THE
        INCINERATOR BEST SUITED FOR SOILS.  PORTABLE, ROTARY KILN
        INCINERATORS ARE GENERALLY MOUNTED ON TRACTOR-TRAILER TRUCKS FOR
        EASY MOBILIZATION.  A NUMBER OF TRAILERS ARE REQUIRED TO HOUSE THE
        CONTROL ROOM, LABORATORY, BOILERS, SCRUBBER, AND THE INCINERATOR.
        THE WASTE MATERIAL IS USUALLY BELT FED IN BULK FORM INTO A CHARGING
        HOPPER AND SUBSEQUENTLY INTO THE ROTARY KILN INCINERATOR.  THUS,
        THERE IS NO NEED TO CONTAIN THE WASTE MATERIAL IN DRUMS PRIOR TO
        TRANSPORTING IT TO THE MOBILE UNIT.

        THE INITIAL SITE ACTIVITY WILL COMMENCE WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
        NEW ACCESS ROAD.  FOLLOWING THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS ROAD,
        EXCAVATED WASTE MATERIAL WILL BE HAULED TO THE PROPOSED ONSITE
        INCINERATION AREA AND STOCKPILED NEAR THE HOPPER.  A TEMPORARY
        STORAGE AREA WILL BE NEEDED TO CONTAIN THE EXCAVATED WASTE MATERIAL
        PRIOR TO INCINERATION.  (THE RATE OF EXCAVATION IS GREATER THAN THE
        RATE OF INCINERATION).  THE DIMENSIONS AND DESIGN DETAILS OF THIS
        STORAGE AREA WILL BE DETERMINED DURING THE DESIGN PHASE OF CLEANUP.

        - PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

        ALTERNATIVE NO. 5 WILL ADDRESS ALL OF THE PRESENT AND POTENTIAL
        FUTURE UNACCEPTABLE RISKS TO THE PUBLIC AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

        EXCAVATION OF THE WOOD TARS AND CONSTRUCTION OF AN ACCESS ROAD IS
        EXPECTED TO CAUSE A TEMPORARY DISRUPTION IN COMMUNITY DAILY
        ACTIVITIES, MAINLY BECAUSE OF THE OPERATION OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT AND
        HAUL TRUCKS.  SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS WILL INCLUDE RESTRICTING THE
        PUBLIC FROM EXCAVATION AREAS AND REQUIRE CONTROL OF EQUIPMENT
        TRAFFIC WITHIN THE COMMUNITY.

        DUST CONTROL MEASURES WILL BE USED, WHEN NECESSARY, TO MINIMIZE THE
        EFFECT ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES.  GENERATION OF HARMFUL GASES IS NOT
        EXPECTED FROM EXCAVATION, ALTHOUGH AN INCREASE IN OBJECTIONABLE
        ODORS MIGHT OCCUR.  ONSITE AIR MONITORING DURING EXCAVATION
        ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE CONDUCTED TO ENSURE PROTECTION TO THE
        COMMUNITY AND THE REMEDIAL CLEANUP PERSONNEL.



        THE OPERATION OF AN ONSITE INCINERATOR COULD POTENTIALLY GENERATE A
        SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF NOISE.  THE PROPOSED LOCATION FOR OPERATING
        THE INCINERATION UNIT IS APPROXIMATELY 200 FEET FROM THE CLOSEST
        RESIDENCE.  THIS FACTOR WILL RESULT IN A NUISANCE PROBLEM,
        ESPECIALLY IF THE UNIT STARTS EARLY IN THE MORNING OR CONTINUES TO
        OPERATE LATE INTO THE EVENING.  EMISSIONS MUST MEET RCRA STANDARDS
        AND SHOULD POSE NO HEALTH THREAT.

        - INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES

        ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL (COUNTY AND TOWNSHIP)
        STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS RELATED TO REMEDIAL ACTION WILL BE MET
        FOR ALTERNATIVE 5, INCLUDING ONSITE INCINERATION OF HAZARDOUS WASTES.

   COST EVALUATION SUMMARY

THE SUMMARY TABLE GIVEN IN TABLE 8 OUTLINES THE APPLICABLE CAPITAL COSTS, O&M COSTS, AND LOW, BASELINE, AND
HIGH PRESENT-WORTH COSTS FOR ALL APPLICABLE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES.  APPENDIX B OF THE RI   REPORT
PRESENTS ADDITIONAL DETAILED INFORMATION REGARDING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THESE COSTS.

   #RA
   RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

SECTION 300.68 (I) OF THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP) 50 FEDERAL REGISTER 47975 (NOVEMBER 20, 1985), TO
BE CODIFIED AT 40 CFR SS300.68(I) STATES THAT THE APPROPRIATE EXTENT OF REMEDY SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE
LEAD AGENCY'S SELECTION OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE WHICH THE AGENCY DETERMINES IS COST EFFECTIVE (I.E., THE
LOWEST COST ALTERNATIVE THAT IS TECHNOLOGICALLY FEASIBLE AND RELIABLE) AND WHICH EFFECTIVELY MITIGATES AND
MINIMIZES DAMAGE TO AND PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  IN
SELECTING A REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE, EPA CONSIDERS ALL ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS THAT ARE APPLICABLE AND RELEVANT. 
BASED ON OUR EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES, THE PUBLIC COMMENTS AND THE INFORMATION RECEIVED FROM
THE PADER, WE RECOMMEND IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 4:  EXCAVATION OF WOOD TARS AND OFFSITE
INCINERATION.

THE SPECIFICS OF THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE ARE:

   1. THE WASTE TAR WILL BE EXCAVATED FROM THE EXISTING PIT BEHIND THE
      WESTLINE CHURCH, FROM THE INTERSPERSED TAR DEPOSIT AREAS IN THE SOUTH
      CENTRAL WESTERN PORTIONS OF THE SITE ALONG KINZUA CREEK AND FROM THE
      BANKS OF THE UNNAMED TRIBUTARY.

   2. BACKFILLING THE EXCAVATED AREAS WITH CLEAN SOIL AND REVEGETATION WILL BE REQUIRED.

   3. THE TAR DEPOSITS WILL BE EXCAVATED TO AT LEAST A 10-4 CANCER RISK
      BASED ON A DIRECT CONTACT 20 YEAR EXPOSURE OF TOTAL PAHS.  THIS LEVEL
      IS CHOSEN BECAUSE IT IS SIMILAR TO SOME OF THE BACKGROUND LEVELS
      FOUND IN THE COMMUNITY.  THE REMOVAL OF THE TAR DEPOSITS WILL ALSO
      INSURE THAT THE REMAINING PAHS IN SOILS WILL NOT LEACH FROM THE SOILS
      TO THE GROUND WATER IN CONCENTRATIONS THAT WILL EXCEED LEVELS
      EQUIVALENT TO A 10-6 CANCER RISK FOR INGESTION OF GROUND WATER.  THIS
      LEVEL IS APPROXIMATELY 70 MG/KG.  SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS WILL BE
      CONDUCTED DURING EXCAVATION.

   4. AS A SAFETY PRECAUTION, AIR MONITORING WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING EXCAVATION.

   5. PACKAGING OF THE WASTE TAR MATERIALS WILL BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
      INCINERATOR FACILITY'S REQUIREMENTS.

   6. TRANSPORTATION OF THE WASTE TAR MATERIALS WILL BE CONDUCTED IN
      ACCORDANCE WITH STATE AND FEDERAL DOT REQUIREMENTS, INCLUDING
      APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS; THE MATERIALS WILL BE TRANSPORTED TO A
      RCRA PERMITTED FACILITY FOR INCINERATION.

   7. A GROUND WATER VERIFICATION STUDY WILL BE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE IF
      THE CONTAMINATION AT MONITORING WELL MW-006 IS PRESENT DOWNGRADIENT



      OR IN HIGHER CONCENTRATIONS IN THE UPPER MOST ZONE OF GROUND WATER.
      SPECIFICS OF THE NUMBER AND WELL LOCATIONS WILL BE DETERMINED IN THE
      NEXT STAGE FOR DESIGN OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION.

   #OM
   OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M):

O&M WILL NOT BE REQUIRED FOR THE EXCAVATED AREAS.  THE RI ACTIVITIES HAVE LOOKED FOR ANY FURTHER POCKETS OF
TAR AND ALL THE TAR THAT WAS FOUND WILL BE REMOVED, BUT SINCE THE SITE LIES IN THE FLOOD PLAIN THERE   WILL
ALWAYS BE THE POSSIBILITY FOR MAJOR CHANGES IN THE GROUND SURFACE AND THE POSSIBILITY FOR ANOTHER TAR SEEP TO
APPEAR.  PERIODIC INSPECTIONS WILL BE NECESSARY TO INSURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDY SELECTED HERE. 
FOLLOWING THE GROUND WATER VERIFICATION STUDY O&M WILL BE RECONSIDERED.

   #OEL
   CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS:

ALL WASTE MATERIALS WILL BE TRANSPORTED AND DISPOSED IN ACCORDANCE WITH RCRA AND DOT REQUIREMENTS.

A SITE SPECIFIC RISK ASSESSMENT WAS CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE THE ACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF TOTAL PAHS IN SOIL AND IT
IS CERCLA POLICY THAT THIS APPROACH TO LEAVING ACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS IS CONSISTENT WITH THE RCRA
CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REQUIREMENTS HAVE BEEN MET BY THE FS EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES AND THE
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE FS.

SINCE EXCAVATION WILL OCCUR WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN, ANY BACKFILLING MUST COMPLY WITH THE SECTION 404 (B)(1)
GUIDELINES OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND THE AREAS SHOULD BE REGRADED TO EXISTING CONTOURS AND WITH THE SAME
KIND OF SOILS.  ALSO THE STATE DAMS AND ENCROACHMENT REGULATIONS WILL BE CONSIDERED DURING THE DESIGN STAGE.

   EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES NOT SELECTED:

REMEDIAL ACTION  ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 - NO ACTION WAS NOT SELECTED BECAUSE THE PRESENT CONDITIONS WOULD PRESENT
CONTINUING UNACCEPTABLE RISKS.

   THESE INCLUDE:

       - GROUND WATER - POTENTIAL RISK FROM FUTURE LEACHING OF PHENOLS AND
         BENZENE FROM WOOD TARS IS UNACCEPTABLE BASED ON A LT 10-4 CANCER RISK.

       - WOOD TARS - DERMAL CONTACT AND INGESTION RISKS ARE UNACCEPTABLE
         (LT 10-4 CANCER RISK).

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES NO. 2 AND NO. 3 EXCAVATION OF WOOD TARS AND ONSITE LANDFILLING AND EXCAVATION OF
WOOD TARS AND OFFSITE LANDFILLING WERE NOT SELECTED FOR A NUMBER OF REASONS:  1) LANDFILLING THE WOOD TARS
WILL NOT PROVIDE THE SAME DEGREE OF PROTECTION FOR THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT AS PERMANENT DESTRUCTION
OF THE WASTES; 2) WASTES WHICH ARE PLACED INTO ANOTHER LANDFILL WHICH MAY EVENTUALLY CAUSE  ANOTHER PROBLEM
IN THE FUTURE; 3) THE SPACE IN EXISTING OFFSITE RCRA FACILITIES IS VALUABLE.  THE SPACE AVAILABLE FOR
DISPOSAL OF INDUSTRIAL RCRA WASTES IS LIMITED AND IS NEEDED BY OUR INDUSTRIES; 4) SINCE THE   WASTE TAR
MATERIAL IS NOT A RCRA WASTE, BOTH OF THE RCRA LANDFILL OPTIONS LESS APPROPRIATE; 5) THE WOOD TARS HAVE A
RELATIVELY HIGH  HEATING VALUE (APPROXIMATELY 11,000 BTU PER POUND) AND LOW ASH CONTENT   (0.05 PERCENT). 
THESE FACTS MAKE INCINERATION OF THE WASTE MORE SUITABLE; 6) ADDITIONALLY, LANDFILLING IS NOT AS
COST-EFFECTIVE AS INCINERATION BECAUSE INCINERATION WILL PROVIDE FOR PERMANENT DESTRUCTION OF THE WASTES AT A
COST WITHIN THE SAME ORDER OF MAGNITUDE OF THE LANDFILLING OPTIONS.

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE NO. 5 - EXCAVATION OF WOOD TARS AND ONSITE INCINERATION WAS NOT SELECTED BECAUSE
THE MOBILE AND LENGTH OF TIME NEEDED TO INCINERATE THE 710 CUBIC YARDS IN A SMALL INCINERATOR   MAKES THIS
ALTERNATIVE MORE EXPENSIVE.  ALSO, THERE WILL BE GREATER COMMUNITY CONCERN ABOUT HEALTH AND SAFETY FOR LOCAL
RESIDENTS FROM ONSITE INCINERATION.  IT IS ALSO MORE COSTLY THAN OFFSITE INCINERATION.

OVERALL, ONSITE INCINERATION WOULD BE DISRUPTIVE TO THE LOCAL COMMUNITY AND STORAGE OF MATERIAL TO BE BURNED
AND DISPOSAL OF THE ASH WOULD CREATE ADDITIONAL PLANNING AND EXPENSE.

   #TMA
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                              RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

                                 WESTLINE SITE
                          MCKEAN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

                                   JUNE 1986

THIS COMMUNITY RELATIONS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS DIVIDED INTO THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

   SECTION I:    OVERVIEW -- A DISCUSSION OF THE EPA'S PREFERRED
                 ALTERNATIVE AND THE PUBLIC'S EXPECTED RESPONSE TO THIS
                 ALTERNATIVE.

   SECTION II:   BACKGROUND OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS -- A
                 DISCUSSION OF THE HISTORY OF COMMUNITY INTEREST AND
                 CONCERNS RAISED DURING THE REMEDIAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES
                 AT THE WESTLINE SITE.

   SECTION III:  SUMMARY OF MAJOR COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
                 COMMENT PERIOD AND OF AGENCY RESPONSES -- A SUMMARY OF
                 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES CATEGORIZED BY TOPIC.

   SECTION IV:   REMAINING PUBLIC CONCERNS -- A DISCUSSION OF COMMUNITY
                 CONCERNS THAT THE EPA AND THE PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF
                 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES (PADER) SHOULD CONSIDER IN THE
                 REMEDIAL DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PHASES AT THE WESTLINE SITE.

   I. OVERVIEW

THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT AND THE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) REPORT WERE RELEASED TO THE PUBLIC FOR
REVIEW AND COMMENT ON MAY 15, 1986.  THIS MARKED THE OPENING OF THE COMMENT PERIOD, WHICH EXTENDED TO   JUNE
5.

AT THE TIME OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, THE EPA HAD IDENTIFIED A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR REMEDIATION OF
THE WESTLINE SITE.  ALTHOUGH EXPRESSING A PREFERENCE, THE AGENCY PRESENTED A TOTAL OF FIVE REMEDIAL   ACTION
ALTERNATIVES IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT.  THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, REFERRED TO AS ALTERNATIVE NO. 4,
CONSISTS OF THE EXCAVATION OF WOOD TAR DEPOSITS AND ADJOINING CONTAMINATED SOILS;   TRANSPORTATION OF THE
EXCAVATED MATERIALS TO AN OFFSITE, RCRA-APPROVED, INCINERATOR PLANT WHERE THE MATERIALS WILL BE DESTROYED BY
BURNING AT HIGH TEMPERATURES; AND DISPOSAL OF ANY ASHES THAT REMAIN AFTER BURNING IN AN APPROPRIATE FACILITY. 
THIS FINAL STEP WILL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE INCINERATOR OPERATOR.

COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD INDICATED THAT MOST RESIDENTS PREFERRED THE NO-ACTION
ALTERNATIVE DURING THE OPENING OF THE COMMENT PERIOD.  HOWEVER, FOLLOWING A PUBLIC MEETING DURING WHICH LOCAL
CITIZENS WERE ABLE TO DISCUSS THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORTS WITH STATE AND EPA
REPRESENTATIVES, MANY RESIDENTS EXPRESSED CONFIDENCE IN THE EPA AND SUPPORT FOR THE AGENCY'S PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE.

   II. BACKGROUND OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

THE WESTLINE SITE CONSISTS OF SEVERAL PITS OF WOOD TAR THAT ARE ALL THAT REMAIN OF A WOOD PROCESSING PLANT
THAT OPERATED IN WESTLINE FROM THE LATE 1800'S UNTIL 1952.  THE TAR PITS, DISCOVERED IN 1982 DURING A  
ROUTINE INSPECTION OF OIL OPERATIONS IN THE ALLEGHENY NATIONAL FOREST, WERE OF LITTLE APPARENT CONCERN TO
LOCAL RESIDENTS UNTIL THE EPA PROPOSED TO PERFORM AN EMERGENCY RESPONSE ACTION TO REMOVE THE LARGEST   WOOD
TAR DEPOSIT FROM THE PROPERTY OF THE TOWN'S MAIN INDUSTRY, THE WESTLINE INN.  THE EPA, PROMPTED BY THE
CONCERNS OF THE CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL, INTENDED TO PROTECT RESIDENTS AND TOURISTS FROM DERMAL CONTACT
WITH THE PHENOLIC CONTAMINANTS IN THE WOOD TAR.  HOWEVER, THE 50 RESIDENTS WHO ATTENDED A PUBLIC MEETING TO
DISCUSS THE EMERGENCY ACTION ON MARCH 3, 1983, WERE PRIMARILY CONCERNED THAT PERSONS OWNING   PROPERTY WITH
WOOD TAR DEPOSITS COULD POTENTIALLY BE HELD LIABLE FOR THE COSTS OF CLEANUP.  TO PROTEST THIS POSSIBILITY,
PROPERTY OWNERS REFUSED TO ALLOW EQUIPMENT ONTO THEIR LAND TO BEGIN CLEANUP ACTIVITIES.   INSTEAD, THEY
FENCED THE LARGE WOOD TAR DEPOSIT AND PLACED SHEET METAL OVER SMALLER DEPOSITS.  ALTHOUGH THE EPA APPROVED
THE INSTALLATION OF THE FENCE IN MARCH 1983, AN EMERGENCY RESPONSE ACTION WAS PERFORMED IN SEPTEMBER 1983. 
PRIOR TO THIS REMOVAL, THE EPA CAPPED THE WOOD TAR DEPOSIT WITH A 6-INCH SOIL COVER.  IN RESPONSE TO LOCAL
COMPLAINTS THAT TAR WAS OOZING FROM UNDER THE CAP AND CREATING AN UNTOLERABLE CONDITION, EPA DECIDED TO
EXCAVATE THE WOOD TAR AND TRANSPORT IT TO CECOS INTERNATIONAL'S LANDFILL IN NIAGARA FALLS, NEW YORK.



ON OCTOBER 18, 1984, ANOTHER PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD TO DISCUSS THE WORK PLAN FOR THE SITE AND THE TENTATIVE
PROJECT SCHEDULE.  ONCE AGAIN, THE PRIMARY CONCERN FOR THE LOCAL RESIDENTS WAS PROPERTY-OWNER   LIABILITY.

IN DECEMBER 1985, PRIOR TO THE RELEASE OF THE RI AND FS REPORTS, EPA HELD AN OPEN HOUSE AT THE WESTLINE INN
TO DISCUSS REMAINING CONCERNS. THE OPEN HOUSE WAS ATTENDED BY A SMALL NUMBER OF CITIZENS WHOSE PRIMARY 
CONCERNS WERE THE AMOUNT OF MONEY BEING SPENT AND THE INTRUSION OF GOVERNMENT INTO THEIR COMMUNITY.  MOST
PEOPLE EXPRESSED THE OPINION THAT THE WOOD TARS WERE AN OLD, ESTABLISHED FEATURE OF THE COMMUNITY AND THAT
THEY WERE OF LITTLE CONSEQUENCE.  THESE PEOPLE DID NOT BELIEVE THAT THE DISRUPTION OF THEIR COMMUNITY AND THE
EXPENSE OF REMEDIAL ACTIONS WERE WARRANTED AT THE SITE.

THESE CONCERNS CONTINUED AND WERE PRESENTED BY SEVERAL RESIDENTS AT A PUBLIC MEETING ON MAY 22, 1986.  THESE
AND ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND CONCERNS ARE DISCUSSED IN THE FOLLOWING SECTION.

   III. SUMMARY OF MAJOR COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT
        PERIOD AND OF AGENCY RESPONSES

COMMENTS RAISED DURING THE WESTLINE SITE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE SUMMARIZED BRIEFLY BELOW.  THE COMMENT
PERIOD WAS HELD FROM MAY 15, 1986 TO JUNE 5, 1986 TO HEAR THE OPINIONS OF CONCERNED CITIZENS ON THE  
REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED IN THE FS REPORT.  THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THIS PERIOD ARE
CATEGORIZED BY RELEVANT TOPICS. AT THE TIME OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, EPA HAD FOCUSED ON ALTERNATIVE NO.
4 (EXCAVATION/OFFSITE INCINERATION) AS THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

   1. WITH REGARD TO ALTERNATIVE NO. 1, NO ACTION, IT WAS SUGGESTED THAT
      THE COMMUNITY SHOULD BE VIEWED AS A COLLECTIVE AGENCY WITH THE RIGHT
      TO CHOOSE TO ACCEPT THE RISKS POSED BY THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS.  IT
      WAS ALSO SUGGESTED THAT THERE ARE SITES WITH MORE SERIOUS PROBLEMS
      AND THAT AS TAXPAYERS THE LOCAL RESIDENTS SHOULD HAVE A VOICE AS TO
      HOW AND WHERE MONEY BE SPENT.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA IS BOUND BY LAW TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT
      AS WELL AS THE PUBLIC HEALTH, AND THIS SITE POSES A THREAT TO THE
      ENVIRONMENT.  THE WOOD TAR PITS SHOULD NOT BE DOWNPLAYED AS A HEALTH
      HAZARD.  NEITHER SHOULD CANCER RISK BE THE ONLY FACTOR CONSIDERED.
      THIS TOWN COULD GROW; THE WATER SUPPLY COULD BECOME CONTAMINATED.
      THEN, THERE WOULD BE EVEN MORE PEOPLE IN NEED OF WATER, AND THE SITE
      WOULD BE OFF THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST.  WESTLINE WOULD BE RIGHT
      BACK TO ZERO.

   2. REGARDING ALTERNATIVE NO. 2, EXCAVATION OF WOOD TAR DEPOSITS WITH
      ONSITE LANDFILLING, CITIZENS WANTED TO KNOW HOW DEEP THE LANDFILL
      WOULD BE AND HOW IT WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE LANDFILL WOULD BE BUILT ABOVE THE GROUND SURFACE.
      IT WOULD CONSIST OF A SUBSTRUCTURE WITH A PLASTIC LINER AND A
      LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM TO CATCH ANYTHING LEAKING FROM THE
      STRUCTURE.  IT WOULD BE CAPPED WITH A MULTI-LAYER, PLASTIC-LINED CAP
      THAT WOULD CREATE A KIND OF VAULT.

   3. CITIZENS INQUIRED ABOUT THE PROPOSED ACTION FOR A SIMILAR WOOD TAR
      SITE IN THE NEARBY COMMUNITY OF KANE.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA IS TRYING TO MAKE THESE RESPONSES CONSISTENT,
      BUT THE KANE SITE IS ON A FAST TRACK, AND THE WESTLINE SITE IS MOVING
      ON A MUCH SLOWER COURSE.

   4. CITIZENS SUGGESTED TWO ADDITIONAL REMEDIAL ACTIONS FOR THE SITE.  ONE
      SUGGESTION WAS TO SIMPLY FENCE THE SITE TO PREVENT ACCESS.  THE
      SECOND SUGGESTION WAS TO ISOLATE THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS BY RINGING
      THEM WITH CONCRETE OR OTHER SUITABLE MATERIAL TO PREVENT GROUNDWATER
      FROM CONTACTING THE WASTES, AND THEN, MONITORING THE GROUNDWATER TO
      DETERMINE IF THE BARRIER IS WORKING.  IT WAS SUGGESTED THAT THE
      BARRIER COULD BE EXTENDED UPWARD TO CREATE A WALL TO PREVENT ACCESS.
      SINCE MONITORING WELLS ALREADY ARE IN PLACE THIS APPEARED TO THE



      CITIZEN RECOMMENDING IT TO BE AN ECONOMICAL SITUATION THAT WOULD
      REQUIRE NO FURTHER ACTION UNLESS LEAKS WERE DETECTED.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA WOULD STILL HAVE TO CAP THE SITE EVEN IF A
      BARRIER WERE IN PLACE.  THE AGENCY REALLY FEELS THESE WASTES SHOULD
      BE REMOVED TO PREVENT POTENTIAL LEACHING INTO THE GROUNDWATER.

      AS EVERYONE KNOWS, CAPS HAVE NOT WORKED WELL AS SHOWN IN THE PAST
      HERE AT WESTLINE.  ALSO, THESE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS ARE WITHIN A FLOOD
      PLAIN.  THEREFORE, A SPECIALLY DESIGNED CAP WOULD HAVE TO BE
      CONSTRUCTED TO WITHSTAND POTENTIAL FLOODING.

      REGARDING FENCES, THE EPA HAS FOUND THAT THESE DO NOT LAST LONG.
      CHILDREN SEE THEM AS A CHALLENGE, AND IT DOESN'T MATTER IF THE FENCE
      IS IN A RURAL SETTING OR AN URBAN SETTING.  THE VANDALS MAY NOT EVEN
      BE MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY.  THE EPA HAS LOST FENCING, AND THREE
      TRAILERS AT A SITE IN SUBURBAN ERIE, PENNSYLVANIA.  IT IS ALMOST
      IMPOSSIBLE TO PROTECT FENCING.

TECHNICAL QUESTIONS/CONCERNS REGARDING REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

   1. ONE COMMENTOR WAS CONCERNED THAT IF THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS WERE
      EXCAVATED AND THE RESULTANT HOLES WERE FILLED WITH PERMEABLE
      MATERIALS, A VOID WOULD BE CREATED THAT WOULD DRAW WATER THROUGH
      THE MOST CONTAMINATED AREAS, THEREBY INCREASING THE LIKELIHOOD THAT
      GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER WOULD BECOME CONTAMINATED.  ANOTHER
      INQUIRED ABOUT AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REGARDING EXCAVATION
      OF THE WOOD TARS.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS ARE ESTIMATED TO BE ABOUT 2 FEET
      DEEP BEHIND THE WESTLINE CHURCH, AND IN OTHER AREAS THAT BORDER
      KINZUA CREEK.  EXCAVATION AT THIS DEPTH IS NOT EXPECTED TO PRESENT A
      PROBLEM WITH REGARD TO GROUNDWATER BECOMING CONTAMINATED THROUGH
      VOIDS.  IF THE WOOD TARS ARE REMOVED, THE IMPACT WILL BE THE
      PROTECTION OF THE GROUNDWATER.

   2. THE ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION START-UP DATE AND THE TIME NEEDED TO
      COMPLETE REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES WAS OF INTEREST, AND THE IDEA OF A
      VISUAL DETERMINATION OF THE PRESENCE OF WOOD TARS CONCERNED SOME
      CITIZENS WHO ENVISIONED BOTH PROJECT COSTS AND DURATION ESCALATING.

      EPA RESPONSE:  IF ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 OR NO. 4 IS CHOSEN, THE TIME
      INVOLVED IS PRIMARILY FOR EXCAVATION.

      FOLLOWING THE COMMENT PERIOD, THE EPA WILL PRODUCE A RECORD OF
      DECISION (ROD) THAT WILL EXPLAIN WHY EACH DISCARDED TECHNOLOGY WAS
      REJECTED AND WHY THE ALTERNATIVE CHOSEN WAS SELECTED.  THEN A BID
      SPECIFICATION WILL BE DEVELOPED AND THE DESIGN PHASE WILL BEGIN.
      WHEN A CONTRACTOR IS SELECTED CONSTRUCTION CAN BEGIN.  IT WILL BE
      A SURPRISE IF THE REMOVAL ACTION TAKES MORE THAN ONE MONTH ONCE
      ACTIVITY BEGINS AT THE SITE.  THE ONLY PROBLEM THAT MIGHT OCCUR
      WOULD BE THE DISCOVERY OF AN UNEXPECTED QUANTITY OF WOOD TAR.  SEEPS
      MAY KEEP CROPPING UP IN SOME AREAS, AND THE EPA WANTS TO BE SURE
      THEY ARE REMOVED.  THIS WILL REQUIRE AN ON-SCENE COORDINATOR TO MAKE
      A VISUAL DETERMINATION.  SOIL SAMPLES WILL BE ANALYZED TO BE SURE
      THE SOILS ARE CLEANED UP TO AT LEAST 70,000 UG/KG FOR CARCINOGENIC
      POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS.  THE EPA WANTS TO PREVENT FUTURE
      OUTBREAKS OF WOOD TAR ON THE GROUND SURFACE.  HOWEVER, THERE IS NO
      EFFECTIVE WAY TO REMOVE ALL THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS IN THIS AREA, AND
      SO WOOD TAR DEPOSITS MAY SURFACE ELSEWHERE.  THE PIT CAN BE REMOVED
      THOUGH, AND THERE WILL NOT BE ANY MORE DEPOSITS LIKE THAT OCCURRING.

   3. SEVERAL COMMENTS ADDRESSED THE POSSIBILITY THAT BIDS RECEIVED FOR
      SITE REMEDIATION MIGHT BE HIGHER THAN ANTICIPATED.  COMMENTORS FELT
      THAT, IF THE PRICE INCREASED SIGNIFICANTLY, THE EPA SHOULD CONSULT



      THE COMMUNITY BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES.  INQUIRIES
      WERE ALSO MADE ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY THAT THE COMMUNITY MIGHT AGREE
      TO THE REMOVAL OF THE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS YET FEEL THAT A CHEAPER
      METHOD COULD BE FOUND.

      EPA RESPONSE:  IF THE BIDS RECEIVED BY THE EPA ARE HIGHER THAN
      ANTICIPATED, THE EPA WILL HAVE TO DECIDE WHAT IT IS WILLING TO PAY.
      THE ONLY TIME THE AGENCY WILL RETURN TO THE COMMUNITY IS WHEN THE
      RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE CHANGES FROM WHAT WAS PRESENTED DURING THE
      COMMENT PERIOD.  IF THE EPA DECIDES THE BIDS RECEIVED ARE TOO HIGH,
      THEN IT MAY BE NECESSARY TO SELECT ANOTHER ALTERNATIVE, AND THAT
      WOULD BRING THE EPA BACK TO THE COMMUNITY.  CONGRESS IS PUSHING VERY
      HARD TO GET SITES REMEDIATED.  THE NEW LAW WILL REQUIRE NOT ONLY
      CLEANUP BUT CLEANUP BY A CERTAIN DATE.  (THE LATTER RESPONSE WAS AN
      INDICATION THAT THERE WASN'T TIME TO BEGIN SEARCHING FOR ANOTHER
      REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE).

PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

   1. CONCERNS WERE EXPRESSED ABOUT GROUNDWATER.  ONE COMMENTOR ASKED THAT
      THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER BE EXPLAINED,
      AND OTHERS SOUGHT REASSURANCE THAT NO ONE WAS AT IMMEDIATE RISK FROM
      THE WATER SUPPLY IN USE.

      EPA RESPONSE:  GROUNDWATER IS THE WATER BENEATH THE GROUND SURFACE.
      LOCAL DOMESTIC WELLS OBTAIN THEIR WATER FROM THE GROUNDWATER.  ALL
      THE DOMESTIC WELLS WERE TESTED AND FOUND TO BE CLEAN.  NONE CONTAINED
      THE ORGANIC CHEMICALS OR GASOLINE-TYPE COMPOUNDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
      WOOD TAR DEPOSITS.  ONLY ONE MONITORING WELL HAD UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS
      OF CONTAMINANTS; AND THAT WELL IS NOT IN USE AS A SOURCE OF DRINKING
      WATER.  SAMPLING DID SHOW THAT A LOT OF PARTICULATES OCCUR IN THE
      GROUNDWATER IN THIS AREA WHICH IS PROBABLY THE REASON THAT RESIDENTS
      HAD ALREADY STOPPED USING THEIR WELLS AND STARTED USING WATER FROM
      THE UPGRADIENT SPRINGS INSTEAD.  A NEW WATER LINE IS NOT NECESSARY;
      THE GROUNDWATER IS NOT A HEALTH RISK AT THIS TIME.  WOOD TARS WILL
      NOT DISSOLVE EASILY BUT THERE IS A POTENTIAL FOR THEM TO LEACH INTO
      THE GROUNDWATER EVENTUALLY.  THE ONLY IMMEDIATE THREAT COMES FROM
      PEOPLE WHO ARE COMING INTO DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE WOOD TARS.

   2. ONE COMMENTOR CHALLENGED THE EPA'S CONTENTION THAT A SERIOUS HEALTH
      RISK IS PRESENT IN WESTLINE.  HE SUGGESTED AS A COMPARISON THAT THE
      LOCAL INN PRESENTED AN INCREASED RISK OF CIRRHOSIS OF THE LIVER BUT
      THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAD NO RIGHT TO DICTATE WHETHER THE
      COMMUNITY TOOK THAT RISK OR NOT.  ANOTHER RESIDENT STATED THAT THE
      AGENCY HASN'T ESTABLISHED THAT A POTENTIAL FOR CONTACT EXISTS.  THIS
      INDIVIDUAL SAID THAT, SINCE THE MOST NOTABLE CONTACTS HAD BEEN MADE
      ACCIDENTALLY, THEY SHOULD BE CONSIDERED SINGULAR INCIDENTS AND
      SHOULD BE DISREGARDED.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA HAS SINGLED OUT ONE CONTAMINANT,
      BENZO(A)PYRENE, FROM ALL OF THE OTHER CONTAMINANTS AS AN INDICATOR
      OF HEALTH RISK.  THIS CONTAMINANT IS FOUND IN THE WOOD TAR AND HAS
      BEEN SINGLED OUT BECAUSE IT IS THE ONLY ONE OF THE ENTIRE GROUP OF
      POLYNUCLEAR AROMATICS (PNAS) FOUND AT THE WESTLINE SITE THAT IS KNOWN
      TO CAUSE CANCER.  IN TRUTH, PNAS CAN BE FOUND IN ALL TARS.  THE TARS
      ON THE ROAD AND THE TARS ON YOUR ROOF ALSO CONTAIN IT.

      THE AGENCY WORRIES ABOUT THE CANCER RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE
      COMPOUNDS FOUND AT THE SITE.  IT CONSIDERS THE CONCENTRATION OF THIS
      COMPOUND THAT WILL CAUSE CANCER IN 1 OUT OF A MILLION PEOPLE, IF
      THOSE PEOPLE ARE EXPOSED TO THE COMPOUND FOR A 70-YEAR LIFETIME.  THE
      AMOUNT OF BENZO(A)PYRENE FOUND AT WESTLINE CAN BE EXPECTED TO CAUSE
      CANCER IN 1 OUT OF 10,000 PEOPLE.  BECAUSE WESTLINE IS A COMMUNITY
      WHERE PEOPLE LIVE ALL OF THEIR LIVES, THE EPA FEELS THAT THE WOOD
      TARS ARE UNSAFE.



      ALSO, THERE IS MORE TO THE HEALTH RISK ISSUE THAN THE POTENTIAL TO
      CAUSE CANCER.  THERE ARE OTHER DISEASES, SUCH AS LIVER DISORDERS,
      THAT CAN BE ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONTAMINANTS AT WESTLINE.  THERE
      IS ALSO THE POTENTIAL FOR ACCIDENTS, EVEN FATAL ACCIDENTS, TO OCCUR.
      THE EPA WANTS TO REMOVE THOSE RISKS, AND IT ALSO WANTS TO PROTECT
      INDIVIDUALS, SUCH AS CHILDREN AND TOURISTS, WHO HAVE NO SAY IN THE MATTER.

   3. CITIZENS WERE CONCERNED ABOUT THE IMPACT REMOVAL ACTIONS MIGHT HAVE
      ON AIR QUALITY.  THEY RECALLED THAT, DURING THE EARLIER EMERGENCY
      REMOVAL, ODOR WAS A PROBLEM FOR THE COMMUNITY AND ESPECIALLY FOR
      THOSE AT THE WESTLINE SITE.

      EPA RESPONSE:  DURING REMOVAL ACTIONS THE EPA WILL MONITOR AIR
      QUALITY.  THIS IS PART OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT, AND IT IS INCLUDED
      IN THE PROJECT COSTS.  THESE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS ARE UNLIKELY TO
      CREATE MUCH DUST, BUT IF IT APPEARS THAT DUST IS A PROBLEM, THE
      AREA WILL BE HOSED DOWN WITH WATER.  THAT'S A SIMPLE AND ACCEPTED
      ENGINEERING PRACTICE.  THERE WILL BE MONITORING FOR OTHER AIR
      RELEASES AS WELL.  THE PROBLEM OF SMELL IS ANOTHER MATTER.  THE WOOD
      TARS DO SMELL AND AIR MONITORING WILL BE CONDUCTED THROUGHOUT THE
      EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES TO ENSURE PUBLIC SAFETY.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

   1. SOME COMMENTORS WERE ANGRY THAT THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE WAS RULED
      OUT BY THE EPA BEFORE THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD OPENED.  THEY
      SUGGESTED THAT THE AGENCY HAD ALREADY MADE ITS SELECTION OF AN
      ALTERNATIVE AND WAS MERELY GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS TO MAKE THE
      PUBLIC FEEL INVOLVED IN THE AGENCY CHOICE.  ONE COMMENTOR CITED
      ALTERNATIVE NO. 2, WHICH CALLED FOR AN ONSITE LANDFILL TO BE
      CONSTRUCTED ON THE SITE OF THE OLD WOOD PROCESSING PLANT, AS AN
      EXAMPLE OF THE EPA'S EFFORT TO MANIPULATE THE PUBLIC.  THIS
      INDIVIDUAL REASONED THAT NO ONE IN THE COMMUNITY WOULD VOTE TO LOCATE
      A LANDFILL ABOVE THE TOWN'S ONLY COMMERCIAL BUSINESS AND UPSTREAM
      OF THE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY; THEREFORE, HE FELT THAT, BY PRESENTING
      THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE EPA HAD DELIBERATELY NARROWED THE NUMBER OF
      ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES.  COMMENTORS WANTED TO KNOW IF THE EPA HAD
      EVER DISCARDED ITS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ALSO THE LOCAL COMMUNITY
      OBJECTED TO THE AGENCY'S CHOICE.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA HAS CHANGED ITS CHOICE OF ALTERNATIVES IN THE
      PAST BECAUSE OF PUBLIC OPINION.  THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD IS THE
      TIME TO SPEAK UP.  BUT, THE EPA RESERVES THE RIGHT TO DISAGREE.

      CONSIDERATION OF THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS REQUIRED UNDER
      SUPERFUND SO THAT THE RISKS OF NO-ACTION ARE FULLY UNDERSTOOD.  A
      PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE IS ALSO PRESENTED SO THAT THE PUBLIC HAS A
      SPECIFIC REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE WITH WHICH TO AGREE OR DISAGREE.
      MOST PEOPLE SEEM TO PREFER THIS.  HOWEVER, EPA HAS PRESENTED SEVERAL
      POSSIBILITIES, ALL OF WHICH MEET ALL OF THE REQUIREMENTS PLACED ON
      THE AGENCY BY THE CONGRESS.

      THE EPA CANNOT ACCEPT A NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE AT THIS SITE BECAUSE
      IT WOULD ALLOW THE RISKS OF DERMAL CONTACT AND GROUNDWATER
      CONTAMINATION TO CONTINUE.  THE EPA WANTS THE TARS REMOVED, AND ALL
      OF THE SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVES INCLUDE EXCAVATION OF THE WASTES AND
      ADJOINING SOILS.  THE AGENCY ALSO INTENDS TO DO A VERIFICATION STUDY
      OF THE GROUNDWATER TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF GROUNDWATER
      CONTAMINATION REGARDLESS OF WHICH ALTERNATIVE IS CHOSEN, BUT THERE
      IS NO REASON TO BELIEVE IT WILL BE NECESSARY TO PUMP AND TREAT
      GROUNDWATER AT THIS TIME.  THE PNAS IN THE LOCAL SOILS ARE NOT ABOVE
      ACCEPTABLE LEVELS, JUST IN THE WOOD TARS.

      REGARDING THE LOCATION OF AN ONSITE LANDFILL, THE FORMER PLANT SITE
      WAS CHOSEN BECAUSE IT IS THE SOURCE OF THE PROBLEM.  IT WOULD BE



      UNFAIR TO LOCATE A LANDFILL ON THE PROPERTY OF ANYONE WHO WAS NOT
      RESPONSIBLE.  HOWEVER, THE EPA IS LEANING AWAY FROM LANDFILLING WHEN
      IT IS POSSIBLE TO GET RID OF WASTES MORE EFFICIENTLY.  IN RESPONSE
      TO THE COMMENTOR INDICATING THAT THE LANDFILL WOULD BE UPGRADIENT
      OF THE LOCAL WATER SUPPLY, THAT IS INCORRECT.

   2. A COMMENTOR ASKED IF, IN OVERRIDING THE PUBLIC OPINION WITH REGARD
      TO THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE, THE EPA IS SETTING A PRECEDENT THAT
      EVERY TIME A TAR PIT IS EXPOSED THE EPA WILL STEP IN AND REMEDIATE
      IT.

      EPA RESPONSE:  YES, THE EPA IS SETTING A PRECEDENT.

COSTS/FUNDING ISSUES

   1. A NUMBER OF RESIDENTS WERE CONCERNED ABOUT THE COST OF REMEDIAL
      ACTION.  THEY QUESTIONED WHETHER IT WAS NECESSARY TO CHOOSE
      ALTERNATIVE NO. 4, ONE OF THE MOST COSTLY ALTERNATIVES, YET THEY
      ALSO WONDERED IF THE MOST EXPENSIVE ALTERNATIVE, ALTERNATIVE NO. 5,
      WHICH CALLED FOR ONSITE INCINERATION MIGHT BE A GOOD IDEA IF IT
      COULD PROVIDE JOBS FOR LOCAL CITIZENS.  THEY REMINDED THE EPA THAT
      EVEN IF THE CLEANUP IS FUNDED BY THE CHEMICAL INDUSTRY, THE
      CONSUMER STILL PAYS THE BILL IN INCREASED PRODUCT COSTS.  ONE CITIZEN
      SUGGESTED THAT THE EPA WAS "BILKING" THE CHEMICAL INDUSTRY AND
      "SQUANDERING" THE MONEY IN CHOOSING A MORE COSTLY REMEDIAL
      ALTERNATIVE.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA PREFERS ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 OVER ALTERNATIVE
      NO. 3 BECAUSE THE AGENCY IS MOVING AWAY FROM LANDFILLING.
      INCINERATION SAVES VALUABLE LANDFILL SPACE AND PREVENTS THE EXCAVATED
      WASTES FROM BECOMING A PROBLEM FOR ANOTHER COMMUNITY AT SOME TIME IN
      THE FUTURE.  ALTHOUGH IT IS TRUE THAT THE CONSUMER DOES PAY AN
      INCREASED PRODUCT PRICE, 85 PERCENT OF THE COST OF SUPERFUND IS
      PAID FOR BY THE U.S. CHEMICAL INDUSTRY.  WHERE A RESPONSIBLE PARTY
      IS IDENTIFIED AND IS STILL IN OPERATION, THE EPA REQUIRES THAT THE
      SUPERFUND BE REIMBURSED, BUT THIS ISN'T POSSIBLE AT WESTLINE.

      THE COST OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE IS VERY MODEST BY SUPERFUND
      STANDARDS.  THE EPA IS NEITHER SQUANDERING SUPERFUND MONIES NOR
      BILKING THE CHEMICAL INDUSTRY.  IT IS USING THE MONIES AS THEY WERE
      INTENDED TO BE USED.  BY COMPARISON WITH OTHER SUPERFUND CLEANUPS,
      $400,000 TO $700,000 IS NOT VERY MUCH.  SOME SITES COST AS MUCH AS
      $30 MILLION, AND SOMETIMES THE PEOPLE INVOLVED COMPLAIN THAT THE
      EPA IS NOT DOING ENOUGH.

      THE WESTLINE SITE IS NOT AS SERIOUS A THREAT AS THOSE SITES, BUT IT
      IS ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST, AND THE EPA MUST CLEAN IT UP.

      REGARDING ALTERNATIVE NO. 5, WHICH CALLS FOR ONSITE INCINERATION,
      THAT COULD BE THE AGENCY'S SECOND CHOICE, BUT IT WOULD BE LIKELY TO
      PROVIDE JOBS FOR LOCAL RESIDENTS.  BOTH THE INCINERATOR AND THE
      PERSONNEL TO OPERATE IT WOULD COME FROM OUT OF TOWN.

   2. SEVERAL COMMENTORS RAISED ISSUES RELATED TO PROPERTY VALUE.  THEY
      INQUIRED WHETHER THE EPA WAS REQUIRED TO INCLUDE AN IMPACT STATEMENT
      CONCERNING PROPERTY VALUES IN ITS REPORT.  ONE CITIZEN DISCUSSED
      THE FACT THAT, ALTHOUGH THE LAW REQUIRES SELLERS OF PROPERTY TO
      DISCLOSE THE PRESENCE OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE AT THE TIME OF A
      SALE, MANY SELLERS ARE FAILING TO DO THIS, AND UNSUSPECTING BUYERS
      ARE SUFFERING.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT THAT THE EPA ATTEMPT TO
      PROJECT OR REIMBURSE PERSONAL LOSSES DUE TO THE EXISTENCE OF A
      HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE.  ONE OF THE ONGOING BATTLES IN CONGRESS IS
      ABOUT COMPENSATION FOR THE VICTIMS OF OTHERS' ACTIONS.  CONGRESS



      HAS NOT YET BEEN ABLE TO TACKLE THIS ISSUE.  IN FACT, THE LIABILITY
      ISSUE WILL BE THE MOST DIFFICULT AND ONE OF THE MOST VISIBLE OF ALL
      ISSUES BEFORE THE CONGRESS.

      INSURANCE IS A VERY EXPENSIVE PROPOSITION, AND IT IS EXTREMELY
      DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE WHERE TO DRAW THE LINE.  FOR INSTANCE, IF
      ONE WERE TO SEEK COMPENSATION FOR A HEALTH-RELATED MATTER, HOW
      COULD IT BE DETERMINED IF HEALTH PROBLEMS RELATE TO A SITE AND NOT
      TO PERSONAL HABITS SUCH AS SMOKING OR TO EMPLOYMENT FACTORS.

      WHILE IT IS TRUE THAT THE LAW REQUIRES PROPERTY OWNERS TO DISCLOSE
      THE PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS WASTES ON SITE AT THE TIME A PROPERTY IS
      SOLD, THESE LAWS ARE RELATIVELY NEW.  SOME SITES ARE SO OLD THAT NO
      ONE KNOWS THEY ARE THERE.  SOME STATES ARE BEGINNING TO MAKE THESE
      LAWS VERY HARSH.  IN NEW JERSEY, THE LAW REQUIRES THAT SALES BE
      VOIDED AND SELLERS BE FINED, IF IT CAN BE SHOWN THAT A SELLER LIED
      AT THE TIME OF SALE.

   3. ONE COMMENT CONCERNED THE BREAKDOWN OF COSTS AND THE DIFFERENCE IN
      THE COSTS OF THE VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES.  ANOTHER CONCERN WAS WHETHER
      THE FUNDS FOR REMEDIAL ACTION AT WESTLINE WERE ALREADY COMMITTED.

      EPA RESPONSE:  CAPITAL COSTS INCLUDE THE COST OF DESIGN AND
      INSTALLATION AND ALSO THE COST OF TRANSPORTING EXCAVATED MATERIALS
      TO THE REQUIRED FACILITY.  OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR
      ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 INCLUDE THE EXPENSE OF MAINTAINING A LEACHATE
      COLLECTION SYSTEM AND MONITORING THE GROUNDWATER FOR 30 YEARS.  THE
      DIFFERENCE IN OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS AMONG THE ALTERNATIVES
      IS ONLY ABOUT $150,000.

      FUNDS FOR THIS SITE ARE NOT AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME, BUT WHEN THEY
      BECOME AVAILABLE, WE WILL SPEND THEM ON THE CHOSEN ALTERNATIVE.

   4. AS A POINT OF INTEREST MORE THAN CONCERN, ONE RESIDENT OBSERVED THAT,
      IF THE EPA HAS AS MANY PEOPLE AT OTHER SUPERFUND SITES AS IT HAS IN
      THE WESTLINE AREA, THERE MUST BE "6 MILLION PEOPLE" ON THE EPA
      PAYROLL.  ANOTHER CITIZEN MUSED THAT, IF THE COMMUNITY CHOSE
      ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 INSTEAD OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 4, THE GOVERNMENT MIGHT
      BE INDUCED TO ALLOW THE COMMUNITY TO SPLIT THE $300,000 SAVED.

      EPA RESPONSE:  NOT ALL THE PEOPLE IN THE WESTLINE AREA ARE EPA
      EMPLOYEES, ALTHOUGH THEIR WORK IS FUNDED BY THE EPA, BUT SOME AREAS
      ARE HEAVILY BURDENED WITH SUPERFUND SITES, AND MANY EPA PERSONNEL
      ARE IN THOSE AREAS.  NEW CASTLE COUNTY, DELAWARE FOR INSTANCE HAS
      NINE SUPERFUND SITES.  THERE ARE 888 SITES ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES
      LIST AND MORE THAN 24,500 SITES ON THE CERCLA LIST.  AND WE ARE ONLY
      TALKING SUPERFUND; THERE ARE ALSO PROGRAMS FOR AIR, WATER, RCRA,
      INJECTION WELLS.  THE EPA IS A VERY LONG ARM.

      (THE COMMENTOR WHO WANTED TO DIVIDE SAVED FUNDS AMONG COMMUNITY
      RESIDENTS WAS ADVISED GOOD-NATUREDLY TO SEE HIS LEGISLATOR.).

OTHER ISSUES

   1. A PRIMARY CONCERN OF THE WESTLINE COMMUNITY WAS TO REALIZE AN
      ECONOMIC BENEFIT FROM REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES.  INQUIRIES WERE MADE
      CONCERNING THE USE OF LOCAL CONTRACTORS AND LABORERS.  THE EPA WAS
      ASKED TO MAKE BOA FORMS AVAILABLE IN THE COMMUNITY.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE GOVERNMENT IS REQUIRED TO TAKE BIDS FOR THIS WORK,
      BUT THERE IS NO REASON WHY LOCAL CONTRACTORS CAN'T BID.  BIDS ARE
      HANDLED BY THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS.  THE EPA CAN CERTAINLY MAKE BOA
      FORMS AVAILABLE LOCALLY AND ALSO REQUEST THAT THE CORPS ADVERTISE
      HEAVILY IN THIS AREA.  NORMALLY, THE CALL FOR BIDS IS ADVERTISED
      IN THE CONGRESS BUSINESS DAILY, AND ANYONE CAN RESPOND TO IT.



   2. A NUMBER OF CITIZENS STATED THAT WESTLINE RECEIVED A GREAT DEAL OF
      NEGATIVE PUBLICITY WHEN THE SITE WAS FIRST PLACED ON THE NPL.  THEY
      FELT THAT THE EPA WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR TELLING THE WORLD THAT WESTLINE
      HAD A PROBLEM AND THAT IT WOULD BE ONLY FAIR TO EXPECT THE EPA TO
      MAKE AN EQUAL EFFORT TO NOTIFY THE WORLD, WHEN THE PROBLEM IS
      RESOLVED.  THESE PEOPLE CAUTIONED THE EPA THAT, IF AN EFFORT IS GOING
      TO BE MADE TO PROMOTE THE TOWN TO OUTSIDERS, THE WORDING OF
      PROMOTIONAL STATEMENTS WILL BE MOST IMPORTANT.  THE TERM "MONITORING"
      WAS CONSIDERED TO CONNOTE AN ONGOING PROBLEM.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA IS GEARING ITS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT TO PROMOTING
      COMMUNITY CLEANUP, AND IT IS VERY EAGER TO HEAR PUBLIC VIEWPOINTS ON
      THIS SUBJECT.  WHEN THE REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE COMPLETED, WESTLINE WILL
      NOT HAVE A PROBLEM ANYMORE.  THE EPA WILL TRY TO CONVEY THIS MESSAGE
      TO THE PUBLIC.

      IT IS A MISCONCEPTION TO VIEW MONITORING NEGATIVELY.  MONITORING IS
      A SAFETY VALVE.  AS FIGURES ARE PUBLISHED EACH YEAR AND THE NUMBERS
      DECREASE, IT IS PROOF THAT THINGS ARE IMPROVING, AND EVERYONE WILL
      BE ABLE TO SEE IT.

   3. ONE COMMENTOR INQUIRED WHETHER EPA WOULD SEE THAT THE MEDIA PRESENT
      WESTLINE FAVORABLY, AND ONE WONDERED IF IT WOULD BE A LIE TO SAY
      THAT THE TOWN, FOLLOWING REMOVAL ACTIONS, WILL BE SAFE.

      EPA RESPONSE:  THE EPA DOES NOT CONTROL THE MEDIA, BUT IT CAN TRY
      TO PRESENT WHAT SHOULD BE SAID ABOUT THE SITE IN THE SITE DOCUMENTS.
      THE EPA KNOWS THAT THERE ARE OTHER TAR PITS IN NORTHWESTERN
      PENNSYLVANIA.  THE PRECEDENT THAT THE AGENCY IS TRYING TO SET IS THAT
      THESE WOOD TAR DEPOSITS BE REMOVED FROM THE SURFACE WHERE THEY CAN
      PRESENT A DERMAL THREAT.  THERE IS ALWAYS A POTENTIAL FOR RECURRING
      PROBLEMS AT HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES.  SOMETIMES ALL THE EPA CAN REALLY
      DO IS TO PUT A BANDAID ON A SITE, BUT A REMOVAL ACTION IS THE BEST
      CLEANUP I CAN DO.  I AM GOING TO SAY THAT THE SITE IS CLEANED UP.
      THAT IS HOW IT IS GOING TO COME OUT.

 A STATEMENT WAS MADE BY ONE OF THE LIFELONG RESIDENTS OF WESTLINE.  HE SAID THAT HE HAD COME TO THE PUBLIC
MEETING BELIEVING THAT HE WANTED TO SUPPORT THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE BUT THAT HE HAD CHANGED HIS MIND.  HE
DID NOT FEEL THAT HE WOULD BENEFIT MUCH FROM THE REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES, BUT HE BELIEVED THAT THE EPA WAS ON THE
"RIGHT TRACK" AND THAT HIS GRANDCHILDREN MIGHT BENEFIT FROM THE AGENCY'S EFFORTS.  HE ALSO   SUGGESTED THAT
THE MOST VOCAL OPPOSITION TO THE EPA'S PLANS CAME FROM INDIVIDUALS WHO HAD BEEN IN THE COMMUNITY LESS THAN 1
YEAR AND WHO DID NOT OWN PROPERTY THERE.  HIS SUPPORT OF THE EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WAS IMMEDIATELY
JOINED BY OTHER RESIDENTS.

   IV. REMAINING PUBLIC CONCERNS

ISSUES AND CONCERNS THAT THE EPA SHOULD REMAIN AWARE OF DURING THE REMEDIAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES INCLUDE:

   1. THE BELIEF THAT, IN ORDER FOR THE SITE CLEANUP TO BE TRULY BENEFICIAL
      TO THE COMMUNITY, LOCAL RESIDENTS MUST REALIZE A SHARE OF THE MONIES
      BEING SPENT.

   2. THE PARTICULAR SENSITIVITY OF LOCAL RESIDENTS TO THE WAY THAT SITE
      ACTIVITIES ARE BEING PRESENTED TO THE OUTSIDE WORLD VIA EPA
      REPRESENTATIVES AND THE MEDIA.



                                 ATTACHMENT A

                   COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED
                             AT THE WESTLINE SITE

   - A PRESS RELEASE ANNOUNCED THE APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS TO PERFORM AN
     EMERGENCY RESPONSE ACTION.  IT ALSO ANNOUNCED A PUBLIC MEETING TO
     DISCUSS THE PLANNED RESPONSE, FEBRUARY 1983.

   - A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD AT THE WESTLINE INN TO DISCUSS THE WORK
     PLAN AND THE PROPOSED PROJECT SCHEDULE.  PRIOR TO THE EVENING MEETING,
     A BRIEFING OF LOCAL OFFICIALS WAS CONDUCTED, MARCH 1983.

   - A PRESS RELEASE ANNOUNCED A PUBLIC MEETING WHICH WAS HELD TO DISCUSS
     THE PLANNED SCHEDULE FOR THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI), OCTOBER 1984.

   - AN OPEN HOUSE WAS CONDUCTED AT THE WESTLINE INN TO DISCUSS THE RI
     REPORT WITH INTERESTED PARTIES, DECEMBER 1985.

   - A PRESS RELEASE WAS ISSUED TO ANNOUNCE A PUBLIC MEETING CONCERNING
     THE FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, MAY 1986.

   - A FACT SHEET CONCERNING REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES WAS PREPARED AND
     DISTRIBUTED AT A PUBLIC MEETING AT THE WESTLINE FIRE HALL, MAY 1986.



                                    TABLE 1

          TAR SEEP ANALYSIS OF HSL ACID AND BASE/NEUTRAL CONTAMINANTS
                      SAMPLED BY EPA REGION III (8/12/82)
                             (ALL VALUES IN MG/KG)

   PP
   NO    CAS NO                 CONTAMINANTS                 CONCENTRATION

                  ACID EXTRACTABLE
   G5A  108-95-2  PHENOL                                          953
   34A  105-67-9  2,4-DIMETHYL PHENOL                             934

                  BASE NEUTRAL
                  NONE DETECTED

                  TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS (TICS)
                  DIHYDRO-2-(3H)-FURANONE                         590 J
                  3-METHYL-2-CYCLOPENTEN-1-ONE                    240 J
                  2-METHYL-2,5-CYCLOHEXADIENE-1,4-DIONE           360 J
                  2-HYDROXY-3-METHYL-2-CYCLOPENTENE-1-ONE        1600 J
                  METHYLPHENOL ISOMER                             540 J
                  3,4,5-TRIMETHYL-2-2CYCLOPENTEN-1-ONE            770 J
                  DIMETHYL PHENOL ISOMER                          650 J
                  1,2-BENZENDIOL                                 3200 J
                  ETHYLMETHYL PHENOL ISOMER                      1600 J
                  ETHYLMETHYL PHENOL ISOMER                      1300 J
                  METHYL BENZENEDIOL                              880 J
                  2,6-DIMETHOXYPHENOL                            5700 J
                  1-(4-HYDROXY-3-METHOXYPHENYL)ETHANONE           320 J
                  1-(4-HYDROXY-3-METHOXYPHENYL)-2-PROPANONE       620 J
                  2,6-DIMETHOXY-4-(2-PROPENYL)PHENOL              450 J
                  1-(4-HYDROXY-3,5-DIMETHOXYPHENYL)ETHANONE       490 J
                  HYDROCARBON (BEST MATCH - 17-PENTATRICONTENE)   110 J
                  HYDROCARBON (BEST MATCH - 17-PENTATRICONTENE)   110 J

   J - DENOTES AN ESTIMATED CONCENTRATION.



                                    TABLE 2

   HSL ORGANICS FROM THREE GROUND WATER MONITORING WELLS

   MW-001

   PHENOL                                 8 MG/L         J
   2 - METHYLPHENOL                      11 MG/L         J
   4 - METHYLPHENOL                      21 MG/L         J
   2,4 - DIMETHYLPHENOL                  34 MG/L         J

   MW - 003

   TOLUENE                                9 MG/L
   ETHYLBENZENE                          12 MG/L
   TOTAL XYLENES                         43 MG/L
   NAPHTHALENE                            2 MG/L

   MW - 006 (WITH DUPLICATE RESULTS)

   BENZENE                               80 MG/L J      84 MG/L J
   TOLUENE                              450 MG/L J     480 MG/L J
   CHLOROBENZENE                        480 MG/L J       -
   ETHYLBENZENE                            -           500 MG/L J
   TOTAL XYLENES                      2,000 MG/L J   2,000 MG/L J
   PHENOL                                66 MG/L J     160 MG/L J
   2- METHYLPHENOL                      100 MG/L J     260 MG/L J
   4 - METHYLPHENOL                     320 MG/L J     970 MG/L J
   2,4-DIMETHYLPHENOL                   160 MG/L J     360 MG/L J
   NAPHTHALENE                           77 MG/L        71 MG/L
   2 - METHYLNAPHTHALENE                 43 MG/L        37 MG/L
   TPH                                    2 MG/L         3 MG/L

   J - LAB QUALIFIER INDICATING VALUE IS AN APPROXIMATE.



                                     TABLE 3

                          HSL ORGANICS FOR SURFACE WATER

   SW-006

   TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS         2 MG/L

                            HSL ORGANICS OF SEDIMENTS

   SD-004

   PHENANTHRENE                         23 MG/KG
   FLUORANTHENE                         44 MG/KG
   PYRENE                               30 MG/KG
   BENZO (B) FLUORANTHENE               38 MG/KG

   SD-005

   PHENANTHRENE                         65 MG/KG
   FLUORANTHENE                         67 MG/KG
   PYRENE                               57 MG/KG
   BENZO (A) ANTHRACENE                 22 MG/KG
   CHRYSENE                             35 MG/KG
   BENZO (B) FLUORANTHENE               88 MG/KG
   BENZO (A) PYRENE                     47 MG/KG

   SD-006

   TOLUENE                              35 MG/KG
   FLUORANTHENE                        280 MG/KG
   PYRENE                              320 MG/KG
   BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE        260 MG/KG
   CHRYSENE                            250 MG/KG
   BENZO (B) FLUORANTHENE              540 MG/KG

   SD-007

   2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE               1,000 MG/KG
   PHENANTHRENE                        570 MG/KG.



                                   TABLE 4

            OCCURRENCE AND DISTRIBUTION SUMMARY OF HSL CONTAMINANTS
                               IN SURFACE SOILS

                                                           CONCENTRATION
                                                               RANGE
   PP                                            NO OF     MIN       MAX
   NO     CAS NO            COMPOUND             OCCUR   (UG/KG)   (UG/KG)

   44V   75-09-2    METHYLENE CHLORIDE           1       1000      1000
         67-64-1    ACETONE                      7       150       850
         75-15-0    CARBON DISULFIDE             7       10        160
   30V   156-60-5   TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE     4       13        49
   23V   67-66-3    CHLOROFORM                   1       3         3
   11V   71-55-6    1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE        6       2         18
   87V   79-01-6    TRICHLOROETHENE              9       2         390
   4V    71-43-2    BENZENE                      4       9         500
   85V   127-18-4   TETRACHLOROETHENE            2       3         10
   86V   108-88-3   TOLUENE                      41      2         11000
   38V   100-41-4   ETHYLBENZENE                 13      2         9100
         95-47-6    TOTAL XYLENES                13      6         30000
         95-48-7    2-METHYLPHENOL               3       150       75000
         106-44-5   4-METHYLPHENOL               5       300       220000
         65-85-0    BENZOIC ACID                 19      81        10000
   55B   91-20-3    NAPHTHALENE                  14      23        75000
         91-57-6    2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE          16      34        110000
   71B   131-11-3   DIMETHYL PHTHALATE           1       4900      4900
   77B   208-96-8   ACENAPHTHYLENE               13      28        1700
         99-09-2    3-NITROANILINE               1       24        24
   1B    83-32-9    ACENAPHTHENE                 5       26        1100
         132-64-9   DIBENZOFURAN                 15      25        22000
   70B   84-66-2    DIETHYL PHTHALATE            3       66        5000
   80B   86-73-7    FLUORENE                     15      41        39000
   62B   86-30-6    N-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE       2       3800      37000
   81B   85-01-8    PHENANTHRENE                 53      23        27000
   78B   120-12-7   ANTHRACENE                   25      31        3000
   68B   84-74-2    DI-N-BUTYL PHTHALATE         19      20        890
   39B   206-44-0   FLUORANTHENE                 62      37        14000
   84B   129-00-0   PYRENE                       60      58        11000
   67B   85-68-7    BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE       4       400       13000
   72B   56-55-3    BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE           38      37        4400
   66B   117-81-7   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE   18      22        4200
   76B   218-01-9   CHRYSENE                     37      56        5400
   74B   205-99-2   BENZO(B&K)FLUORANTHENES      41      55        9800
   73B   50-32-8    BENZO(A)PYRENE               33      58        3900
   83B   193-39-5   INDENO(1,2,3-CD)PYRENE       15      40        1900
   82B   53-70-3    DIBENZO(A,H)ANTHRACENE       4       70        790
   79B   191-24-2   BENZO(GHI)PERYLENE           13      29        2800
   65A   108-95-2   PHENOL                       1       100       100
   34A   105-67-9   2,4-DIMETHYLPHENOL           7       1100      390000
   31A   120-33-2   2,4-DICHLOROPHENOL           2       210       940
   64A   87-86-5    PENTACHLOROPHENOL            1       450       450.


